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BYZANTINE EROTAPOCRITIC LITERATURE 
IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION 
WITH SPECIAL ATTENTION TO THE IMPORTANT ROLE 
PLAYED BY ANASTASIUS SINAITA’S 
INTERROGATIONES ET RESPONSIONES 
IN THE CONVERSION OF THE SLAVS 


The aim of this brief survey of erotapocritic works translated into Slavonic 
is to inform scholars interested in erotapocritic literature who are not Slavists 
about the not insignificant role that it played in the development of mediae- 
val Orthodox Slav culture and for this purpose it is necessary to begin with 
a short outline of the three principal stages in the Slav reception of Byzan- 
tine culture. The first major effort to convert the Slavs came from the West 
when Iroscottish missionaries under the jurisdiction of Bishop Virgilius 
(Fergal) of Salzburg (749-784) worked among the Slovenes of Carinthia. 
However, Virgil was succeeded by the Frank Arno (785-821), whose see 
was raised to an archsee in 798 with five suffragan bishoprics. To counter 
the ever increasing Frankish pressure Prince Rastislav of Moravia (846-870) 
in 862/3 sent an embassy to Constantinople with a request for a teacher for 
his newly converted people and the result was the dispatch of the brothers 
Cyril (¢ 869) and Methodius (f 885) to Moravia in late 863, who introduced 
the use of Slavonic into the liturgy. In 869 Methodius was appointed arch- 
bishop of Sirmium by Pope Hadrian II (867-872) but despite the fact that 
Hadrian’s successor, John VIII (872-882), in his epistle Industriae tuae of 
880 to Rastislav’s successor, Svatopluk (870-894), specifically endorsed the 
use of Slavonic in the liturgy,! after Methodius’ death his disciples were 
expelled from Moravia, many of them going to Bulgaria. The use of Slavonic 
in the liturgy and as a literary language thus came to an end among the West 
Slavs, although its use in the liturgy had already penetrated to the South 
Slavs in Dalmatia and part of Croatia, where it survived until the twentieth 
century despite occasional expressions of official disapproval.” The West 


l Ed. F. GRIVEC - F. TOMŠIČ, Constantinus et Methodius Thessalonicenses. Fontes (Radovi 
Staroslavenskog instituta, 4), Zagreb, 1960, pp. 72-73. The epistle, which has rightly been 
termed “la charte de légalité des langues devant Dieu”, see A. LAPOTRE, L’Europe et le 
Saint-Siége a l’époque carolingienne, vol. 1, Paris, 1895, p. 126, is often incorrectly referred 
to as a bull. 

2 Already in c. 925 Pope John X expressed strong disapproval of the use of Slavonic in 
the liturgy; on this see F. THOMSON, The Legacy of SS. Cyril and Methodius in the Counter- 
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Slavs thus shared the same cultural development as the rest of Western 
Europe and when vernacular translations began to be made they were in the 
vernacular even in Dalmatia and Croatia, viz. in Croat, not Slavonic, e.g. the 
translation of Gregory the Great’s Dialogi made in 1513 from the Italian 
(Tuscan) version of Domenico Cavalca (c. 1270-1342).? 

The history of the South Slavs (except the Croats) and the East Slavs 
followed an entirely different path. There were two main periods in the 
reception of Byzantine culture, which approximately coincide with the two 
Bulgarian Empires. The first period began with the baptism of Khan Boris 
of Bulgaria (852-889) in 864/5 and lasted until the incorporation of Bul- 
garia into the Byzantine Empire, first Eastern Bulgaria in 971 and then 
Western Bulgaria (Macedonia) in 1018. During this period the foundations 
of the assimilation of Byzantine culture by the Slavs through the medium of 
translations into Slavonic were laid. There is no evidence that during the 
period of Byzantine occupation in the eleventh and twelfth centuries the 
authorities pursued a deliberate policy of suppressing Slavonic culture but 
the assimilation of Byzantine culture by new translations was undoubtedly 
considerably slowed.‘ 

A Bulgarian revolt against Byzantine rule began in 1185 and on 8 Novem- 
ber 1204 Kaloyan (1197-1207) was crowned tsar in the new capital of 
Tarnovo, an act which symbolizes the beginning of the second period of 
assimilation of Byzantine culture through the medium of translations. It was 
only now that the Serbs, who had been converted largely via Bulgaria, came 
to form an independent state under Satrap (Zupan) Stephen Nemanja 
(c. 1168-1195), whose youngest son Rastislav, in religion Sabas, was conse- 
crated the first archbishop of Serbia (1219-1234, t 1235/6). During the four- 
teenth century the translations included many of the works by Hesychasts 
and the Fathers who had inspired them. The Second Bulgarian Empire came 
to an end with the capture of Tarnovo on 17 July 1393 by Sultan Bayezid I 
(1389-1403) and it was only in 1878 that part of Bulgaria again became 
independent. It is true that some translation activity continued in the fifteenth 


Reformation, in E. KONSTANTINOU (ed.), Methodios und Kyrillos in ihrer europdischen 
Dimension (Philhellenische Studien, 10), Frankfurt am Main, 2005, pp. 86-89; on the impor- 
tant role which the Slavo-Latin rite in Dalmatia and Croatia played in the Counter-Reforma- 
tion see ibidem, pp. 104-151. 

3 The Croat translation has been edited by J. HAMM, Dijalozi Grgura Velikoga u prijevodu 
iz godine 1513 (Stari pisci hrvatski, 38), Zagreb, 1978, pp. 67-223. 

4 For a brief survey of translation activity during the two centuries of Byzantine hege- 
mony see F. THOMSON, Continuity in the Development of Bulgarian Culture during the Period 
of Byzantine Hegemony and the Slavonic Translations of the Three Cappadocian Fathers, in 
H. KOuEB (ed.), Mescdynapoden Cumno3uym 1100 odunu om 6aasceHama cKOHUUHa Ha 
ce. Memooui, vol. 1, Codua, 1989, pp. 140-153. 
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century but the rump Serbian state barely outlived the fall of Constantinople 
on 29 May 1453 and in 1459 the last ruler of Serbia, Despot Stephen Bran- 
ković (1458-1459, + 1474), went into exile and the incorporation of Serbia 
into the Ottoman Empire symbolizes, if not the end of the process of cultural 
assimilation by translations, then at the least its reduction to a much lower 
level of activity. 

In 988/9 Prince Vladimir of Kiev (980-1015) had married Basil II’s sister 
Anna (f 1011) and converted to Christianity but Russia — despite claims to 
the contrary — played a relatively minor role in the assimilation of Byzan- 
tine culture mainly because there was no direct contact with Byzantium and 
few East Slavs knew literary as opposed to demotic Greek." There is no 
evidence for any great metaphrastic activity in Russia and the country, 
whose church was headed by Greek metropolitans until the mid fourteenth 
century, was mainly the recipient of the translations made in the Balkans, 
although East Slavs resident in the Byzantine Empire, above all on Athos, 
were among the translators. 

The period of the Cyrillo-Methodian mission (863-885) had been too 
brief to allow of the translation of many texts. According to the vita of 
Methodius only the Psalms, Gospels, Acts and Epistles and some liturgical 
services had been translated before Cyril died during a visit to Rome in 
869. Later Methodius translated the rest of the Bible except for Maccabees, 
a nomocanon and “book(s) of the fathers”. The basis of the Moravian 
nomocanon, which only survives in two manuscripts of the thirteenth cen- 
tury, was John Scholasticus’ Synagoge L titulorum (CPG 7550) and one of 
the appendices in both codices is Timothy of Alexandria’s Responsa canon- 
ica (CPG 2520), which is by some considered to be an early addition made 
to the nomocanon in Bulgaria, but in either case it is one of the first erotapo- 
critic works translated into Slavonic.’ The identity of the “book(s) of the 


> On the knowledge of demotic Greek in Russia see F. THOMSON, Communications orales 
et écrites entre Grecs et Russes (IX°-XIII siècles). Russes à Byzance, Grecs en Russie: 
Connaissance et méconnaissance de la langue de l’autre, in A. DIERKENS - J.-M. SANSTERRE 
(eds), avec la collaboration de J.-L. KUPPER, Voyages et voyageurs à Byzance et en Occident 
du VI au XF siècle. Actes du colloque international organisé par la Section d’Histoire de 
l’Université de Liège (5-7 mai 1994) (Bibliothèque de la Faculté de Philosophie et Lettres de 
l’Université de Liège, cclxxviii), Geneva, 2000, pp. 113-163. 

6 Methodius’ vita ed. GRIVEC - ToMSIC, Constantinus et Methodius [see note 1], pp. 147- 
166, see p. 164: ot’¢’skya k” nigy. Since the Slavonic word for book, k” nigy, is plurale tan- 
tum, it can equally mean book or books. The phrase can also be understood in the sense of 
“patristic book(s)”. 

’ The two manuscripts are codex 230 of the thirteenth century in the collection of Count 
Nikolay Rumyantsev and codex 54 of the sixteenth in the collection of Moscow Theological 
Academy, both in the State Library of Russia at Moscow; on them see M. CPE3HEBCKMĂ, 
O6o3penue OpeeHux pyccKkux cnucKoe Kopmueŭ KHuzu, in CobopHuk Omdeaenua pyccKozo 
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fathers” is much disputed but most scholars consider that it means a pater- 
icon, although there is no agreement as to which. The most favoured one 
is Gregory the Great’s erotapocritic Dialogorum libri IV. De vita et mirac- 
ulis patrum italicorum et de aeternitate animarum (BHL 6542; CPL 1713) 
since it has the peculiarity that although it was translated from the Greek 
version made by Pope Zacharius (741-752) (BHG 1446+273+1447-1448) 
the first part of the preface was clearly translated from Latin.? Even if the 
translation was not made in Moravia there can be no doubt but that it is 
among the earliest Slavonic translations. Some scholars consider that the 
patericon translated by Methodius was the Patericon systematicum 
(BHG 1442v; CPG 5562), known in Slavonic as the Patericon sceticum 
(CPG 5610), one of the two main collections of the largely erotapocritic 
Apophthegmata patrum, devoted to the question I7J@c awa; It seems, 
however, more likely that this patericon was translated in Bulgaria no later 
than in the late ninth or early tenth century. It exists in two recensions, a 
longer and a shorter, both so early that it is disputed whether the shorter is 
an abridgment of the longer or the latter an expansion of the former. The 
earliest manuscripts of the longer recension are of the thirteenth century, 
e.g. Serbian codex 86 in the collection of the monastery of the Ascension at 
Peé,'° whereas the earliest manuscripts of the shorter are of the late thir- 
teenth or early fourteenth century, e.g. codex Vindobonensis slavicus 152." 


a3bika u CAogecHocmu HMmnepamopcKot AKkademuu Hayk, 65, 2 (1897), pp. 113-134, and 
B. BEHEMEBHY, Cuxazoza e 50 mumyaoe u dpy2ue ropuduyeckue cõopnuku Hoanna 
Cxoaacmuxa. K ðpeseneŭwuueŭ ucmopuu ucmounuKkoe npaba epekosocmouHoŭ yepKeu, in 
3anucku Mmnepamopcxkozo Apxeosozuueckozo obwecmea, 8 (1914), pp. 199-212. The 
Slavonic translation of John’s Synagoge L titulorum has been published, ed. K. HADERKA, 
Nomokdnon, in L. HAVLIK (ed.), Magnae Moraviae Fontes historici, 4 (Opera Universitatis 
Purkynianae Brunensis. Facultas philosophica, 156), Brno, 1971, pp. 246-363, but not this 
version of Timothy’s Responsa. For the later translations of Timothy’s Responsa see below. 

8 For a recent survey of the various opinions see C. DIDDI, J Dialogi di Gregorio Magno 
nella Versione Antico-slava (Collana di Europa Orientalis, 1), Rome, 2000, pp. 15-27. 

? Ed. C. Tugun, Hamepuk pumckuit. Juanaoeu Tpuzopua Beauxozo e dpeenecaaéean- 
ckom nepesode (Ilamamuuxu Opesneti nucomennocmu), Mocxsa, 2001, pp. 3-495; for the 
preface see pp. 3-5. 

10 On the manuscript see B. Jovanović, Pecki paterik. Tri jezičke redakcije slovenskog 
prevoda Skitskog paterika, in Slovo, 24 (1974), pp. 139-188. For a Glagolitic reconstruction 
of the original translation in the longer recension on the basis of thirty Cyrillic manuscripts 
with the Cyrillic text in parallel see Y. DEEP, Cxumcxkuti namepux. Caasanckuŭ nepeeod 6 
npuHAMOM meKcme u 6 PeKOHCMpyyuu apxemuna (Pegasus Oost-Europese Studies, 14), 
Amsterdam, 2012, pp. 9-749; for incipitaria of its entries see Y. DEZEP, Xuszada 2odunu 
kamo eðun dex. Kueoməam Ha MmeKcmoé6e e npaeocaasnomo caaeancmeo, Codus, 2005, 
pp. 259-284, and W. VEDER, The Scete Paterikon. Introduction, Maps and Indices (Pegasus 
Oost-Europese Studies, 12), Amsterdam, 2012, pp. 126-153. 

11 For an edition of the Vienna codex see N. VAN WuK, The Old Church Slavonic Trans- 
lation of the Avôpæv ayiwyv BiBAoc, ed. D. ARMSTRONG - R. POPE - C. VAN SCHOONEVELD 
(Slavistic Printings and Reprintings, 1), The Hague, 1975, pp. 95-310. 
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However, the earliest witness to the translation is an East Slav manuscript 
copied in 1076 which contains two excerpts.” 

The other main collection of the Apophthegmata patrum, which is 
divided into two parts, the Patericon alphabeticum (BHG 1443-1444c; 
CPG 5560 and 5611 [versio palaeo-slavica]) and the Patericon anonymum, 
(BHG 1445; CPG 5561), the latter known in Slavonic as the Patericon 
hierosolymitanum (CPG 5612), was translated in Bulgaria in about the mid 
tenth century and the earliest manuscripts are of the fourteenth century, e.g. 
Serbian codex 50 in the collection of Alexander Hilferding, now in the Rus- 
sian National Library, Saint Petersburg.'* The translation is abridged in that 
very few of the entries of the second half of the anonymous part (cc. 18-40) 
were translated, whereas the first 17 cc. were translated in full. It has been 
suggested that this was because the translator did not wish to include 
apophthegmata which are also found in variant versions in the Patericon 
systematicum, but the question requires further study.'4 


12 The manuscript is now codex 20 in the collection of the Hermitage, Saint Petersburg, 
and has been edited by M. MylIWHCKAS, E. MUDIMHA and B. TOJIbIMEHKO, H360pnuK 
1076 200a UTamamuuxku caaeano-pyccxroŭ nucomennocmu. Hoeaa cepua), 2 vols, Mocxsa, 
2009, i, pp. 157-707; for the excerpts on ff. 2391-2411, see pp. 633-637; for the Greek origi- 
nals see ibidem, ii, p. 76. 

13 For a description of the manuscript see Omuem Hmnepamopcxoi Hybauunoŭ Bubau- 
omexu 3a 1868 200, C.-Ilerepõypr, 1869, pp. 99-102. The fate of this manuscript illustrates 
the consequences of Ottoman rule for South Slav culture in the nineteenth century. In 1858 
Alexander Hilferding (1831-1872) undertook an expedition to study the situation of the Slav 
population in Bosnia and Hercegovina and whenever possible he acquired manuscripts. In the 
monastery of Michael the Archangel on the Tara near Kolašin, which had been sacked, he 
discovered a large number of manuscripts which had been left lying on the altar as valueless. 
He took the patericon and as many others as he could but, not having a cart, he left the rest, 
as he put it, “as food for the mice and mould or as pickings for a future traveller”, see 
A. [WJIb®OEPUHT, I ymoearee no Xepyezosunu, Bocnu u Cmapot Cpouju, beorpan, 1996, 
p. 210. No trace of the other manuscripts has been recorded. 

14 For the suggestion see M. CAPALDO, La tradizione slava della collezione alfabetico- 
anonima degli Apophthegmata patrum. (Prototipo greco e struttura della parte alfabetica), in 
Ricerche slavistiche, 22-23 (1975-1976), pp. 107-108. For an incipitarium of the entries in 
both the alphabetic and anonymous parts see JI. BEJIOBA, A36yuHo-Hepycanumckuii name- 
puk. Ykazamejb HauaAbHolx coe, Cauxt-Iletep6ypr, 1991, pp. 7-73. The alphabetical part 
was edited on the basis of codex 50 in the Hilferding collection together with the Greek text 
by Raffaele Caldarelli in his dissertation for Sapienza University of Rome, see R. CALDARELLI, 
Il Paterik alfabetico-anonimo in traduzione antico-slava, Rome, 1996, 1, i-iii, 118-170, 
1-284, 1-212. Unfortunately it has not been published and the dissertation is not widely avail- 
able; on the translation see also IDEM, Kilka uwag o stownictwie Pateryka Alfabetycznego, in 
A. ALBERTI et al. (ed.), Contributi italiani al XIII Congresso internazionale degli Slavisti 
(Ljubljana 15-21 agosto 2003), Pisa, 2003, pp. 59-84. There is also a fourteenth-century 
Croat Slavonic translation in Latin Gothic script of a selection of 188 apophthegms but the 
selection was made and translated from the Latin versions (BHL 6525, 6527, 6529-6531; 
CPG 5570-5571, 5574) and is hence unrelated to the Slavonic translations in Cyrillic made 
from Greek; see the edition by D. MALIC, Ziéa svetih otaca. Hrvatska srednjovjekovna proza 
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One of the most important erotapocritic works translated at the time of 
the First Bulgarian Empire was the collection of Quaestiones et respon- 
siones (CPG 7482), which is ascribed to Gregory of Nazianzus’ brother 
Caesarius (t 368/9) but is in fact of the mid sixth century. The 218 ques- 
tions form a logical whole which deals firstly with the Trinity (QQ 2-8), 
then with Jesus’ divine and human natures (QQ 9-41), the Holy Spirit (QQ 
42-43), angels (QQ 44-50), creation (QQ 51-175) with sections on natural 
science (QQ 50-91), astronomy (QQ 92-117) and the nature and anatomy of 
man (QQ 136-158), as well as a number of questions on d&ropiat, ‘diffi- 
cult’ passages in Scripture (QQ 180-197), so that the work includes infor- 
mation on a wide range of subjects including medicine and geography.'> As 
to be expected, the mention of the pagan ways of the Slavs in the response 
to Q 109 has attracted a considerable amount of interest among Slav schol- 
ars.'© Despite the fact that the Greek codex used for the translation was 
defective and the Slavonic text begins with Q 36, the ending of the final 
question is missing and there are also some minor omissions, the translation 
illustrates one of the characteristics of the Slavonic corpus translationum in 
that it is extremely literal and thus is of value in weighting Greek variants. !’ 
It also illustrates the fact that some metaphrastic errors may not be due to 
the translator’s failure to comprehend the Greek original but be the result of 
a corrupt Greek text, to give but one example, in Q 111 (Slav 112) év pév 
Th Eppovro et, for in Hermopolis, has become: v moem ubo grade, for in 
my city, viz. év pév TH épovd 210A <€1.'8 Since the beginning was missing the 


(Hrvatska jezična baština, 1), Zagreb, 1997, pp. 49-184, with also a facsimile edition, ibidem, 
pp. 187-454. 

15 It has with some justice been called “fast eine Einführung in ein System christlicher 
Weltanschauung”, see H. DORRIE - H. DORRIES, Erotapokriseis, in Reallexikon fiir Antike und 
Christentum, vol. 6, Stuttgart, 1966, col. 356. The above numbers are those of the QQ in 
Greek, which are one lower than those in the Slavonic translation, which begins with Q 36 
numbered 37. 

16 The Greek text ed. R. RIEDINGER, Pseudo-Kaisarios. Die Erotapokriseis (Die griechi- 
schen christlichen Schriftsteller), Berlin, 1989, pp. 9-231, the translation ed. A. MWJITEHOB, 
Huano3zume na IIceedo-Kecapuii e caasanckama pekonucHa mpaduyua, Codua, 2006, 
pp. 331-533; for the mention of the Slavs in Q 109 see pp. 87 and 385 respectively; the 
studies devoted to this passage include I. DuJCEv, Medioevo bizantino-slavo, i (Storia e lette- 
ratura. Raccolta di studi e testi, 105), Rome, 1965, pp. 23-43 and 543-544, and C. HOPIA- 
HOB, Cuaesnu u duconumu om “ JTuano3zu” na IIceedo-Kecaputi u denomenom Ha AuKaH- 
mponusma 6 caasanckomo oiyecmeo om epememo Ha BeAUKOMO npeceAeHue Ha Hapodume, 
in H. JACKAJIOB et al. (pen.), Caagucmuunu npoyueanua. Coopxuk 6 uecm na XII Mex- 
OyHapodeH caasucmuyen Konepec, Bexmko TbpHoso, 1998, pp. 185-196. 

17 See RIEDINGER, Erotapokriseis [see note 16], pp. X-XI, who calls it “äußerst wörtlich”. 
On the relation of the Slavonic translation to the Greek see also IDEM, Pseudo-Kaisarios. 
Uberlieferungsgeschichte und Verfasserfrage (Byzantinisches Archiv, 12), Munich, 1969, 
pp. 50-63, with a list of the omissions on p. 59. 

18 Ed. MWJITEHOB, Juano3ume [see note 16], p. 390. 
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text had no title and so the translator added his own lengthy one, which 
begins: “Saint Sylvester’s and Blessed Anthony’s Explanation of the Holy 
Trinity and of All Creation [...]”.!? Several theories have been proposed to 
explain this title but they are all convoluted hypotheses and cannot be 
examined here. The translation also illustrates another characteristic of the 
corpus translationum: it was clearly made in Bulgaria in the late ninth or 
early tenth century but because of the ravages of wars in the Balkans it has 
only survived in East Slav manuscripts, the earliest of which are of the 
fifteenth century.”° 

Another major work translated in the tenth century was the erotapocritic 
collection incorrectly attributed to Athanasius of Alexandria, Ad Antiochum 
principem, de multis et necessariis quaestionibus in divina Scriptura con- 
troversis, quas nemo Christianus ignorare debet (CPG 2257). It is a verita- 
ble medley of spiritual, exegetic and eschatological questions including 
some frankly bizarre ones which can be dismissed as trivialia, e.g. since 
nobody had died, from where did Cain learn how to kill Abel? (Q 57); if 
a man drowns and is eaten by fish, the fish by men, the men by lions, how 
is the man resurrected in his body (Q 114)? The textual tradition of the 
translation illustrates the difficulties often involved with the erotapocritic 
genre: well over a hundred manuscripts are known but not all have the 
same translation and the number of QQ varies considerably.”! The earliest 
complete manuscripts are Bulgarian of the fourteenth century and contain 
two variant recensions of the same translation, one with 128 QQ is found in 
a florilegium copied in 1348 for Tsar John Alexander of Bulgaria (1331- 
1371), the other with 112 QQ is in a Bulgarian florilegium of the late 
fourteenth century.” Already in the fifteenth century there is a conflation of 
the two with 136 QQ, although the number varies in later manuscripts.” 


1? For a German translation of the lengthy title see RIEDINGER, Pseudo-Kaisarios [see 
note 17], p. 51. 

20 On the manuscripts see MMJITEHOB, Juano3zume [see note 16], pp. 35-44. 

21 For a list of 110 manuscripts see K. KvEB, Hean Anexcandposuam coopnux om 1348 
2., Codua, 1981, pp. 219-244. 

22 The collection is on ff. 105v-155r of the manuscript, now codex F.I.376 in the Russian 
National Library, Saint Petersburg, ed. KYEB, Hean [see note 21], pp. 244-287; for QQ 57 
and 114 (Slav 56 and 108) see pp. 262 and 282. 

23 The collection is ff. 148r-173v of the manuscript, now codex slavicus IX F 15 in 
the National Museum, Prague; on the manuscript see A. AWMMAPCKMM, Onucanue 
}OMCHO-CAABAHCKUX U PyYCCKUX pyKonuceŭ zazpanuuHbix bubsuomek, vol. i, [leTporpag, 
1921, pp. 727-741, and J. VASIcA - J. Vass, Soupis staroslovanskych rukopisů Národního 
Musea v Praze, Prague, 1957, pp. 224-228. Except for a few minor fragments the collection 
remains unpublished. 

24 For an edition of a text with 133 QQ in the early eighteenth-century codex 129/1064 in 
the collection of the monastery of the Transfiguration on Solovki Island see MU. ITIOPOHPhEB, 
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However, the earliest witness to the translation is the above mentioned 
manuscript copied in 1076, not much more than a century after the trans- 
lation was made, which contains a collection of 34 ép@tanoKpioete, 
only 15 of which are Athanasian,” viz. QQ 113, 69, 19, 34, 77, 76, 74, 
67, 15, 81, 124, 14, 130, 79 and 92, in that order, the first three of which 
are about death and the rest on sin and prayer.” As yet the relations 
between the many manuscripts with Athanasian QQ have not been stud- 
ied and there must be at least two translations as a florilegium of the late 
twelfth or early thirteenth century, viz. codex 12 in the collection of the 
Trinity Laura of St Sergius, has QQ 5, 7, 10-11, 13 and 15 in a com- 
pletely different translation.” Q 15 is — unlike the others — in a much 
expanded form and as such is frequently found by itself. Whether it is the 
translation of a variant Greek redaction or a Slav revision remains to be 
ascertained. A major role in the dissemination of the Athanasian collec- 
tion was played by a popular homiletic collection known as the /zmaragd, 
1.e. Smaragdus, the first redaction of which was compiled for the edifica- 
tion of the laity in Russia in the fourteenth century. In some of the man- 
uscripts the 67" entry is a collection of 71 QQ.”8 The second redaction of 
the /zmaragd of the late fifteenth century only contains 22 QQ, which are 
not grouped in one entry but spread over four, viz, Ne 80 with 11 QQ, viz. 
QQ 11, 19-20, 23, 25-26, 32, 35, 90-91 and 82; Ne 81 with 2 QQ, viz. 
QQ 71 and 69; Ne 112 with Q 113, and Ne 145 with 7 QQ, viz. QQ 15-16, 
18, 33, 81, 83 and 87.” 


Anoxpugbuyeckue ckazanua o HOBO3A6eEMHbIX nuyax u CObbIMUAX no pykonucam Conoeey- 
Koŭ 6ubsuomexu, in Cõopnuk Omðdenenua pyccKoeo A3bIKa u CAogecHocmu Hmnepamop- 
cKoŭ Akademuu HayK, 62, 4 (1890), pp. 327-378. 

25 The term ‘Athanasian’ is used merely to avoid having to call them constantly ‘Pseudo- 
Athanasian’. 

26 The folia of the manuscript, on which see above note 12, are in muddled order but 
the collection on ff. 114v-133v and 188r-227v has been edited in the correct order by 
MYMIHHCKAA - MHMHHA - I OJIbIUEHKO, H36opnux [see note 12], i, pp. 492-610; for the 
Athanasian QQ see pp. 505-518, 526-538 and 540-550. 

27 The codex, now in the State Library of Russia, Moscow, has been edited by J. POPOVSKI, 
F. THOMSON and W. VEDER, The Troickij Sbornik (cod. Moskva, GBL, F. 304 (Troice-Sergieva 
Lavra) N 12). Text in Transcription (Polata knigopisnaja, 21-22), Nijmegen, 1988, pp. 1-202; 
for the QQ see pp. 188-193. 

28 See the list of the entries of the first redaction in B. AKOBNEB, K aumepamypnoŭ 
ucmopuu OpesHe-pyccKux cõopnuKkoe. Oneim uccaeðdosanua “H3mapazda” , Onecca, 1893, 
pp. 9-26, for the 67" see p. 24. 

29 See the list of the entries of the second redaction ibidem, pp. 171-194, see pp. 182, 182- 
183, 186 and 191. In the case of entry 145 he claims, ibidem p. 191, that there are 8 questions 
and that the last is Q 101, but in fact it is Q 8 of the genuine collection of Anastasius Sinaita; 
on the latter collection see below. 
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The erotapocritic works translated during the First Bulgarian Empire 
include Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Quaestiones in Octateuchum (CPG 6200), 
the earliest manuscript of which is thirteenth-century codex II.6 in the col- 
lection of Count Fedor Tolstoy with 45 QQ,*° but there are two larger 
selections in fifteenth-century manuscripts, one with seventy-seven épa- 
TAMOKPtOEtc and the other with seventy, as well as several minor collec- 
tions, which all go back to the same translation.*! As yet no QQ on the 
books of Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges or Ruth have been traced and it is 
possible that only the QQ on the first four Biblical books were translated.*? 
Erotapocritic collections of canon law include a second translation of Tim- 
othy’s Responsa canonica as part of the Nomocanon XIV titulorum.” 
There are also erotapocritic apocryphal works such as the Apocalypses 
Johannis prima (BHG 921-922f; CCCA 331) and tertia (BHG 922k). 
These latter works were subject to alteration almost at scribal whim so that 
there are almost as many redactions as manuscripts.** Although Dialogi 
are not the same as collections of miscellaneous Epotan@KpioEtc, in so 
far as they are erotapocritic they must be included in any survey of erotap- 
ocritic literature. One such work translated at this time is the anonymous 
Dialogus Timothei et Aquilae (CPG 7794). Although the earliest traced 
manuscript is of the fifteenth century, viz. codex 881 in the collection of 
the Russian Synod, the language is clearly very early and a passage from 


30 The manuscript, now codex Q.p.I.18 in the Russian National Library, St Petersburg, has 
been edited by H. WATROBSKA, The Izbornik of the XIIIth Century (Cod. Leningrad, GPB, 
Q.p.1.18). Text in Transcription (Polata knigopisnaja, 19-20), Nijmegen, 1988, pp. 1-196; for 
the collection on ff. 131r-140r see pp. 131-141. 

31 The collection of 77 has only been edited on the basis of a late manuscript of 1655 
which has interpolations from elsewhere giving a total of 92 QQ, see I. DPAHKO, Anoxpigu 
i aeċenðu 3 yKpainceKux pyKonucie (Ilamamku yxpaincoKoi moeu i Aimepamypu, 1-4, 6), 
5 vols, JIibBis, 1896-1910, iv, pp. 428-448; the collection of 70 has been edited by 
B. AcTPuH, 3ameyanua o cocmase Toaxoeot laneu, in Cõopnuk Omdenrenua pyccKozo 
a3bika u cAaogecHocmu HMmnepamopcKoti Akademuu HayK, 65, 6 (1898), pp. 83-95, but 
includes five questions not by Theodoret; on the collection see below notes 153-154. 

32 For a brief survey of some of the collections see T. CJIABOBA, Cuaeanckuam npesod 
Ha KomeHmapume Ha Teodopum Kupcxu eepxy Tlemoxnuscuemo, in Cmapobsszapucmuxa, 
24, 4 (2000), pp. 7-18. 

33 The Nomocanon XIV titulorum, ed. B. BEHEMEBMY, J[peene-caaeancKkaaA KopmuaA 
XIV mumyaoe 6e3 moaKoeanui, 2 vols, CankTnetTep6ypr, 1906 - Codus 1987, i. pp. 1-837, 
for the Responsa see pp. 541-546. The theory that the translation was made in Russia in the 
eleventh century is contradicted by the linguistic evidence, which need not be examined here. 

34 A. DE SANTOS OTERO, Die handschriftliche Überlieferung der altslavischen Apokry- 
phen, 2 vols (Patristische Texte und Studien, 20, 23), Berlin, 1978-1981, i, pp. 197-209, and 
ii, pp. 253-254, lists 62 manuscripts, but fails to differentiate between four different works, 
see F. THOMSON, Apocrypha Slavica: I-II, in The Slavonic and East European Review, 58 
(1980), p. 267. There are at least eleven editions of the first apocalypse and five of the third, 
most of which are listed by de Santos Otero. 
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it is quoted in the “Trinity Chronograph”, a Russian chronicle probably of 
the fourteenth century.* 

During the period of the Second Bulgarian Empire and the Serbian 
Empire the number of translations increased rapidly and erotapocritic works 
include a second version of Gregory the Great’s Dialogi, the earliest man- 
uscripts of which date from the fourteenth century, e.g. codex Vindobonen- 
sis slavicus 22.°© The ascetic works of Basil of Caesarea are among the 
most influential works ever written on the monastic life and the core of his 
Ascetica is formed by the two collections of his erotapocritic rules, the Reg- 
ulae fusius tractatae per interrogationes et responsiones and the Regulae 
brevius tractatae (CPG 2875). The recensio vulgata of the rules, consisting 
of 55 longer rules and 313 shorter ones (about one third of which in fact 
deal with Gmopiat), had in fact been translated in the tenth century but only 
a fragment of two folia has survived containing the end of regula xxxiv 
fusius tractata and the beginning of regula xxxv.*’ A second translation of 


35 On Synodal codex 881, now in the State History Museum, Moscow, see A. TOPCKHĂ 
- K. HEBOCTPYEB, Onucanue caaeanckux pyKonuceti Mocxoecxou Cunoðdarbnoŭ bubsuo- 
meku (three parts in six vols), Mocxsa, 1855-1917, ii, 3, pp. 590-593; only the passage in 
the chronicle has been published on the basis of the fifteenth-century codex 728 in the collec- 
tion of the Trinity Laura of St Sergius, see M. TAUBE, Une source inconnue de la chrono- 
graphie russe: le Dialogue de Timothée et Aquila, in Revue des études slaves, 58 (1991), 
pp. 117-120. The dating of the chronicle is controversial but the question cannot be examined 
here. 

36 On the manuscript see ALMMUPCKMM, Onucanue [see note 23], i, pp. 131-139, and 
G. BIRKFELLNER, Glagolitische und kyrillische Handschriften in Osterreich (Schriften der 
Balkankommission. Linguistische Abteilung, 23), Vienna, 1975, pp. 119-120. Only minor 
excerpts have been published, most recently in parallel with the same passages in the first 
translation by M. THXOBA and E. MBAHOBA, Pumckuam namepuk Kamo u36eop 3a 
ucmopusama Ha MeduyuHcKume 3HaHUA, in E. MAIER - E. WEIHER (ed.), Abhandlungen zu 
den Großen Lesemenden des Metropoliten Makarij. Kodikologische, miszellanologische und 
textologische Untersuchungen (Monumenta linguae slavicae dialecti veteris. Fontes et dis- 
sertationes, 49), Freiburg im Br., 2006, pp. 233-244. 

37 The fragment has been edited by P. Lavrov and A. VAILLANT, Les Régles de saint 
Basile en vieux slave: les Feuillets du Zographou, in Revue des études slaves, 10 (1930), 
pp. 8-11, together with the same passage in the second translation based on a Bulgarian man- 
uscript of 1444, codex 8 suppl. in the collection of Aleksey Khludov, now in the State History 
Museum, Moscow, ibidem, pp. 12-14. The tenth-century fragment is preserved in the library 
of Zographou on Athos, see B. PAMKOB - C. KOKYXAPOB - X. MMKJIAC - X. Koyo, 
Kamaaoe na caaeanckume pexonucu e 6bubsuomexkama Ha 3o2epagscKuA MaHacmup e Ceema 
Topa (Balcanica II. Inventaires et catalogues), Codua, 1994, p. 141, Ne 281. On the Khludov 
manuscript see A. Ilomos, Hepeoe npubaenenue K Onucanuto pyKonuceti u Kamasoey KHU? 
yepKoeHou neyamu bubsuomexu A. H. Xaydoea, Mocxsa, 1875, p. 7; P. FEDWICK, The 
Translations of the Works of Basil of Caesarea, in IDEM (ed.), Basil of Caesarea: Christian, 
Humanist, Ascetic. A Sixteen-Hundredth Symposium, Toronto, 1981, p. 507, incorrectly states 
that it is a Serbian manuscript. Both the Zographou fragment and the Khludov manuscript are 
listed by P. FEpwick, Bibliotheca Basiliana universalis. A Study of the Manuscript Tradition, 
Translations and Editions of the Works of Basil of Caesarea (Corpus Christianorum), 5 vols, 
Turnhout, 1993-2004, iii, pp. 241-243 and 277. 
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the Ascetica was made in the fourteenth century, this time of the Studite 
recension in which the Regulae are not divided into two series but form one 
collection of 355 rules, the earliest manuscripts being of the fourteenth cen- 
tury, e.g. Bulgarian codex 129 in the collection of the Trinity Laura of 
St Sergius.’ The Ascetica were included in the menologium compiled 
between c. 1530 and 1554 for Macarius, archbishop of Novgorod (1526- 
1542) and then metropolitan of Moscow (1542-1563), under the date of 1 
January, Basil’s feast day, while the editio princeps of them appeared at 
Ostrog in the Ukraine in 1594.3? 

Several of Maximus Confessor’s theological and spiritual works are writ- 
ten in the form of pwtanmoKkpioetc, one of which, the Compendiaria fidei 
expositio (CPG 7707, § 28), was translated in the fourteenth century, from 
which century the earliest manuscripts date, e.g. a Serbian florilegium now 
codex 83 in the collection of the monastery of the Ascension at Peć.*? It 
became very popular and was included in the Macarian menologium under 
the date of 31 August.*! It was first published in a collection of theological 
works known as the Kirillova kniga, “Cyril’s Book”, at Moscow in 1644 
and frequently ever since as it was prefaced to Moscow editions of the 
psalter combined with a short horologium.** Maximus’ erotapocritic Liber 
asceticus per interrogationem et responsionem (CPG 7692) was translated 


38 For a description of the manuscript, in which the Regulae are on ff. 67r-150r, see 
MJIAPHĂ - APCEHUM, Onucanue caaeancKux pyKonucett 6bubsuomeku Ceamo-TpouyKxou 
Cepzuesou aaepoi, vol. i, in Ymenua e Hmnepamopcxom Oowecmee ucmopuu u òpeeno- 
cmeŭ poccutickux, 1878/2 [105], pp. 95-96; it is listed by FEDWICK, Bibliotheca, iii [see note 
37], p. 280. 

39 For the Macarian menologium see Hocno, [odpobxoe ozaasaenue Beauxux Yemuux 
Muneŭ Bcepoccuŭckoeo Mumponoazuma Makapua, xpanawuxca e Mocxoecxou 
Tlampuapwueit (Heine Cunodaavonoi) Bubauomexe, 2 vols, Mocksa, 1892, i, cols 321-374; 
the volume containing the days of January 1-6 was published in 1910 without the Ascetica 
and the planned separate edition never appeared. On the Ostrog edition of 1594, in which the 
Regulae are on ff. 16v-292v, see B. Puc, Knuea o nocmnuyecmei Bacuan BeauKozo 
(Ocmpiz, 1594) y 36ipxax m. JIo¢oea, Mamepiaau I-III Hayxkoéo-Kpae3Haeuux Kongbepen- 
yitt “Ocmpiz na nopo3i 900-piuua” (1990-1992), vol. 2, OcTpir, 1992, pp. 70-73, and 
M. Boko, Ocmpo3oxa ma JTepmancexa OpyKapxu ([Ipayi Ocepedxa bibsio2padii Boauni, 
16), bstymunrTou, 1980, pp. 93-94; on some of the many excerpts taken from the Regulae 
see below. 

40 On the manuscript see B. Mommy, Pyxonucu lehke Hampujapuuje, in Cmapune 
Kocoea u Memoxuje, 4-5 (1968-71), pp. 110-113. 

41 See WMocne, Oznaenenue, [see note 39], ii, col. 463. The August volume of the 
menologium has not yet been published. 

42 Kirillova kniga, ff. 550v-552r; for a recent edition of it in a Slavonic Psalter see that 
published at Jordanville in 1959, ff. 4r-5r. The 1644 collection was called “Cyril’s Book” 
because the first entry on ff. 1r-82r is a Slavonic translation of Cyril of Jerusalem’s Cateche- 
sis XV, De Antichristo (CPG 3585, § 15), intermingled with a commentary by Stephen Zizany 
(+ after 1599) intended to ‘prove’ that the Pope is the Antichrist so that the reader gains the 
impression that Cyril considered the Pope to be the Antichrist. 
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in 1425 by James, a Serbian monk on Athos, and the earliest manuscript is 
an East Slav florilegium of 1432, now codex 175 in the collection of the 
Trinity Laura of St Sergius. There is, however, evidence that at least some 
of the €pwtanoKpiostic had been translated by the eleventh century since 
the Macarian menologium under the date of 29 February has a large collec- 
tion of patristic excerpts which includes some QQ from the Liber asceticus 
as well as some from Maximus’ Capita de caritate (CPG 7693). Two 
excerpts of the latter, viz. cc. 58 and 60 of the first century, are found in the 
same translation in the above mentioned florilegium of 1076 on f. 28 r-v, so 
there is reason to believe that at least some of the QQ of the Liber asceticus 
were also available then.“ Incidentally, the collection of patristic excerpts 
in the Macarian menologium includes an excerpt taken from the erotapo- 
critic Acta in primo exsilio, seu Dialogus cum Theodosio episcopo Cae- 
sareae in Bithynia (BHG 1233; CPG 7735) by Maximus’ disciple Anasta- 
sius the apocrisiary.* 

The nomocanon translated for Archbishop Sabas of Serbia in c. 1219 
contains three erotapocritic works of canon law: the Responsa canonica of 
Nicetas of Heracleia, the Decreta synodalia of Patriarch Nicholas II Gram- 
maticus of Constantinople and the third translation of Timothy of Alexan- 
dria’s Responsa canonica, this time of the abridged form with the commen- 
tary by Alexius Aristenus.*° The earliest copy of the nomocanon was copied 
at the behest of Bishop Neophytus of Zeta (1262-1269) for the church of 


43 It has not been published; for a description of the manuscript of 1432 see MnApun 
-APCEHMH, Onucanue [see note 38], pp. 157-158. On James see K. TPH®yYHOBMh, Cmapa 
cpncka KrouscesHocm. Ocuoee (bubsuomexa Anbampoc, 47), beorpag, 1994, pp. 242-245, 
whose claim that he was a monk of St Paul’s monastery on Athos requires substantiation. 

4 For a juxtaposition of the texts in the 1076 manuscript and the menologium see 
H. BYJIAHVH, AnmuyHdoie mpaduyuu e OpeeHepyccKou aumepamype XI-XVI 6e. (Slavist- 
ische Beiträge, 278), München, 1991, p. 129. This evidence is not, however, enough to sub- 
stantiate Bulanin’s claim, IDEM, Heu3zeecmnoitt ucmouxux H3b6opxuxa 1076 zoda, in Tpydoi 
Omodeaa ðpesenepycckoŭ aumepamyptl, 44 (1990), p. 169, that there had been an early, com- 
plete translation of the Liber asceticus, which had been “completely supplanted” (co6ep- 
INCHHO BbITeCHeH) by the 1425 translation. 

45 See BYJIAHMH, Tpaduyuu [see note 44], p. 125. 

46 The manuscript is now codex III.c.9 in the collection of the Croatian Academy, Zagreb, 
edited in facsimile by M. ITETPOBUA, 3axononpasunzo uau Homoxanox Ceemoza Caee: 
Haoeuuxu npenuc 1262. zoduxa, TopHu Munanosan, 1991, ff. 1r-400v, see 199v-200r 
(Timothy); 340v-344r (Nicholas); 344r-346v (Nicetas); all three translations are found in 
printed editions of the nomocanon, the editio princeps of which appeared at Moscow in 1650, 
see ff. 269v-270v, 577r-582v and 583r-586v respectively. The 1650 edition was last reprinted 
at Moscow in 1914. Contrary to what is often asserted, Sabas did not himself compile the 
nomocanon as its contents are very similar to those of codex Vaticanus graecus 1127 of the 
late thirteenth or early fourteenth century, on which codex see L. BURGMANN, Der Codex 
Vaticanus graecus 1167 und der serbische Nomokanon, in 36opnux padoea BuzanmoaowKoe 
uncmumyma, 34 (1995), pp. 94-99. 
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Archangel Michael at Ilovica in 1262 and some of the later copies, e.g. the 
copy made for Bishop Gregory of Ras (f c. 1313) in 1305, also contain 
Pseudo-Cyril of Alexandria’s Dialogus cum Nestorio (CPG 5433). A 
fourth translation of Timothy’s Responsa in an abridged form without a 
commentary but with three more questions appended to the fifteen genuine 
ones is found in a fourteenth-century Bulgarian nomocanon.*® Two erotap- 
ocritic works of canon law deserve in this context a special mention. The 
first work consists of the Responsa canonica of metropolitan John II of 
Kiev (1076/7-1089/90), a Greek, to questions put to him by a certain monk 
called James. The Slavonic version contains 34 QQ, whereas the Greek text 
only has 20 QQ, viz. 1-16, 18-20 and 33. Whether the Greek textual tradi- 
tion is defective or whether more QQ were subsequently added to the orig- 
inal collection is uncertain. They are mostly of a practical nature, the bap- 
tism of sickly children, association with Catholics, the dress of clergy and 
their participation in popular revelling, etc.*? The second of the two works 
involved the intervention of the patriarchal synod at Constantinople: in 
1261 a bishopric was established at the capital of the Golden Horde at 
Saray on the Volga and in 1276 at the time of Khan Möngkä Temür (1267- 
1280) Theognostus, the second occupant of the see (1269-1291/6), went to 
Constantinople to put fifteen questions mainly on liturgical points to the 
synod presided over by Patriarch John XI Beccus (1275-1282). The Decreta 
synodalia (RAPC 4, Ne 1427) were translated into Slavonic and in the 


47 The manuscript is now in two parts, ff. 1-398 form codex 29 in the collection of the 
New Jerusalem monastery of the Resurrection, now in the State History Museum, Moscow, 
while ff. 399-424 form codex 25 in the collection of Vukol Undol’sky, now in the State 
Library of Russia, Moscow. The text of the Dialogus, which is partly in both as it is on 
ff. 398r-400r, has not as yet been published; for a bibliography and a list of some manu- 
scripts see C. TPOHUKH, Kaxko mpe6a uzdamu Ceemocaéecky Kkpmuujy (Homoxanon ca 
mymayeruma) (Cnomenuk Cpncke axademuje nayka, 102), Belgrade, 1952, p. 92. 

48 The manuscript is now codex 1160 in the Ecclesiastical Museum of History and 
Archaeology, Sofia, and has been published in facsimile by A. KPBCTEB and H. AHAKHEBA, 
Apxuécku HOMOKAHOH. beazapcku poxonuc om XIV eek, Ulymeu, 2007, ff. 1r-205v, for the 
Responsa see ff. 122v-125v. 

4 The best edition is that by B. BEHEMEBMY, CéopHuk namamnuKoe no ucmopuu 
yepKoeHo2o npaea, npeumyiwjecmé6eHHO pyccKozo, KoHUaA epemenem lempa Beauxozo, 
2 vols (Xpecmomamuu namamnuKoe no ucmopuu, Aumepamype u npaey, 1), Llerporpag, 
1914 [The date on the cover is 1915], i, pp. 108-120, who took the Slavonic text from the 
edition by A. IIABJIOB, Tamamunuxu OpeeHe-pycckozo KaHoHUuYecKozo npaea, 2 vols, pen. 
B. BEHEMEBMY (Pycckaa ucmopuyeckan bubsuomexa, 6, 36), Canxt-Iletep6ypr, 1908- 
1920, 1, cols 1-20, but published a better Greek text. The frequently repeated theory that 
metropolitan John was the uncle of the poet Theodore Prodromos (c. 1100-c. 1170) is chron- 
ologically speaking improbable, while the theory that the monk James is to be identified as 
the monk whom St Theodosius on his deathbed in 1074 proposed as his successor as abbot 
of the Dormition monastery of the Caves at Kiev is possible but unprovable. Neither theory 
need be examined here. 
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course of time new €p@tanoKPiCEtc on points of canon law were added to 
them in Muscovy so that the fifteen decisions are never found on their own. 
The largest such collection consists of thirty-three QQ, of which QQ 1-7, 9, 
28-33 correspond to Greek QQ 1-14.°° The final question on the jurisdic- 
tion of the see of Saray is not found in any of the collections probably 
because the synodal decision led to a dispute between the sees of Saray and 
Ryazan over the boundaries of their respective jurisdictions.°! Both John’s 
Responsa canonica and various collections of the Decreta synodalia are 
found in some nomocanons but were never added to the official nomo- 
canon. 

More spiritual in nature are the Quaestiones et responsiones of Barsan- 
uphius and John of Gaza (CPG 7350) but how many of their replies to the 
848 questions put to them were translated is uncertain as the various col- 
lections have not been studied. One of the earlier manuscripts, codex 190 
in the collection of the Trinity Laura of St Sergius copied in 1418, on 
ff. 251r-271r contains a collection of 38 QQ beginning with Q 10,° but 
sixteenth-century codex 130/476 in the collection of the Dormition Monas- 
tery at Volokolamsk clearly has a larger collection on ff. 280r-331v.5 As in 
the case of other erotapocritic collections the number of QQ in the manu- 
scripts varies and can be as little as one or two.** In Greek — and hence also 
in Slavonic — a short series of five Ep@tanoKpio€tc on spiritual matters by 
the Byzantine theologian Nicetas Stethatus (fl. eleventh century) are found 
prefaced to his Practicorum, physicorum et gnosticorum capitum centuriae 
tres, which were translated in the fourteenth century. The Adversus 
Judaeos disputationes, an erotapocritic anti-Jewish polemic, was translated 


50 The collection of 33 QQ ed. TIABJIOB, Hamamnuku [see note 49], i, cols 129-140; 
there are several editions of the Greek original including ibidem, appendix, pp. 5-12. 

>! The documents relating to the dispute are edited ibidem, i, cols 163-171. 

52 On the codex, now in the State Library of Russia, Moscow, see HJIAPHĂ - APCEHMĂ, 
Onucanue [see note 38], i, p. 187. 

5 On the manuscript, now in the State Library of Russia, Moscow, see Mocne, Onuco 
pyKonuceŭ nepenecennoix u3 bubsuomexu Hocugoea monacmpvipa 6 6ubsauomexy Mocxoe- 
ckou J[yxoenoŭ Akademuu, in Ymenua e Hmnepamopckom Oowecmeée ucmopuu u ðpeeno- 
cmeŭ poccuŭckux, 1881/3 [118], p. 90, who does not, however, specify the precise number 
of QQ. 

5 E.g. in another manuscript in the Volokolamsk collection, codex 152/515, there are 
only two on ff. 218r-220r, see ibidem, p. 151. 

°° The earliest manuscripts are of the fourteenth century, e.g. codex Hilandaricus 399 on 
ff. 128r-129r, where it is followed by the centuries on ff. 129r-161v, see J. BOrAHOBMA, 
Kamaaoz hupuackux pykKonuca maxHacmupa Xuaandapa, beorpag, 1978, p. 156. Neither 
the questions nor the centuries have been published; for the Greek original of the questions 
see I. HAUSHERR - G. Horn, Un grand mystique byzantin. Vie de Syméon le Nouveau Théolo- 
gien (949-1022) par Nicétas Stéthatos, in Orientalia Christiana 12, 45 (1928), pp. XXXIV- 
XXXV. 
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at this time and is found in a Serbian florilegium of the late fourteenth cen- 
tury.” However, the Slavonic version differs greatly from the published 
Greek one: whereas the latter consists of five disputations ascribed to a 
certain abbot Anastasius,’ the Slavonic version consists of three anony- 
mous disputations, the first of which corresponds to the first Greek one,’ 
but the second is Papisci et Philonis Judaeorum cum monacho colloquium 
(CPG 7796) in a redaction differing from the published Greek one,’ while 
the third disputation has not as yet been traced in Greek. For obvious rea- 
sons Byzantine anti-Latin polemics increased after the events of 1204 and 
several were translated in the fourteenth century, including the pseudony- 
mous erotapocritic Constantini panagiotae cum azymita disputatio, the ear- 
liest dated manuscript of which is a Serb codex of 1384. There is a second 
Slavonic version of the fifteenth century but for lack of a critical examina- 
tion it remains uncertain whether it is the translation of a variant Greek 
redaction or whether both Slavonic versions are varying revisions of one 
untraced earlier translation.*! More erotapocritic apocryphal works were 


56 It is codex 83 in the collection of the monastery of the Ascension at Peć, which is the 
same manuscript which contains Maximus Confessor’s Compendiaria fidei expositio, see 
above note 40. For an edition of the anti-Jewish disputations based on fifteenth-century East 
Slav codex XII in the collection of the Dormition Monastery of St Cyril of Belozero see 
I’. ITIPOXOPOB (pez), DHyuKAonedua pyccKkozo uzymena XIV-XV 66. CbopruKk npenodob- 
Hozo Kupuansa beaozepcxozo. Poccuŭckaa Hayuonarbonaa bubsuomexa, Kupusso-Bbeao- 
3epckoe cobpanue Ne XII (JTpeenepycckue cKa3zaHuA 0 OOCMONnaMAMHbIX AWOOAX, Mecmax u 
cobvimunx, 8), Cauxt-Iletep6ypr, 2003, pp 129-139. 

5 Ed. PG 89, cols 1204-1281. Who abbot Anastasius was is uncertain. X. YAKKOX, JZepi 
Avactaciov Lvvaitdyv (Eniotnpnovikn Enepnpic tic Oeohoyixic Lyodtc tod Havenioty- 
uíiov Oeocahovikys. Mapaptnpa tov n’ tópov), OecoadAovikn, 1964, pp. 194-199, would 
identify him as presbyter Anastasius 6 GAAnyoptotns; on the various Anastasii see below 
note 68. 

58 Viz. PG 89, cols 1204-1225. 

5 Ed. A. MCGIFFERT, Dialogue between a Christian and a Jew entitled ANTIBOAH 
IATIXKOY KAI @IAQNOL IOYAAIQN ITPOL MONAXON TINA. The Greek Text 
Edited with Introduction and Notes, Together with a Discussion of Christian Polemics 
against the Jews, New York, 1889, pp. 51-83. 

6 Edited by A. Tlonos, Mcmopuxo-rzumepamypuoii 0630p OpeeHe-pyccKux coyunenuŭ 
npomue szamunan. (XI-XV 6.), MocksBa, 1875, pp. 251-254, on the basis of a manuscript 
which belonged to him, the present location of which is unknown. It is also found in another 
fourteenth-century Serb manuscript, codex 189 in the collection of Aleksey Khludov, now in 
the State History Museum, Moscow, see A. Ilomos, Onucanue pykonuceti u Kamanoe KHu2 
yepKoeHou neuamu bubsuomexu A. H. Xaydoea, Mocxsa, 1872, p. 380. 

él Edited by Tlomos, O6zop [see note 60], pp. 265-281, once again on the basis of a 
manuscript in his possession, the present location of which is unknown. This version was 
included under the date of 30 June in the Macarian menologium, see Hocug, Oenasaenue 
[see note 39] ii, col. 292. The June volume of the menologium has not yet been published. 
There are at least three Greek redactions, a short one, ed. A. VASSILIEV, Anecdota graeco- 
byzantina, vol. 1 (Yuenvie 3anucku Mmnepamopcxozo Mockoéckozo yuueepcumema no 
ucmopuko-gusosozuueckozo odena, 11), Moscow, 1893, pp. 179-188; a longer one, ed. 
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translated such as the Didascalia Jesu Christi, apostolis interrogantibus 
(BHG 812a-e), the earliest manuscript of which is a thirteenth-century Ser- 
bian florilegium.” 

By the time Zoe (1450/1-1503), daughter of Thomas (1409-1465), brother 
of the last emperor, Constantine XI (1449-1453),® arrived in Muscovy in 
1472 to marry Grand Prince Ivan III (1462-1505) the country was already 
looking westwards rather than southwards, which is reflected in the transla- 
tions of erotapocritic works. Thus when Demetrius Tarchaniotes, who had 
arrived at Moscow in Zoe’s suite, translated Athanasius of Alexandria’s Dis- 
putatio habita in concilio Nicaeno contra Arium (CPG 2250) he did so from 
Latin and not Greek,“ while in 1500 Demetrius Gerasimov (c. 1455-after 
1536) translated Nicholas of Lyra’s Quaestiones disputatae contra Hebraeos 
(F. STEGMULLER, Repertorium biblicum medii aevi [11 vols, Madrid, 1950- 
1980] 4, 5981-5982) for Archbishop Gennadius of Novgorod (1484-1504, 
t 1505), a work which belongs to the scholastic genre of quaestiones de 
quolibet and is entirely unrelated to Byzantine épwtanoxpicsetic.© The 


H. KPACHOCEJIBUEB, Addenda K u3ðanuio A. Bacuavesa ‘Anecdota graeco-byzantina’ 
(Mocxea 1893), in Jemonuco Hcmopuxko-guaoaozuueckozo obwecmea npu Amnepamop- 
ckom Hosopoccutickom ynueepcumeme, 7 (1899), pp. 174-181, and an interpolated one, ed. 
IDEM, ‘[[penue [lanazuoma c A3umumom’ no Hobbim 2pe4uecKum cnuckam, in JIemonucb 
Hcmopuxko-gusosoeuueckozo o6wecmea npu Amnepamopcxom Hosopoccutickom ynuséep- 
cumeme, 6 (1896), pp. 311-328. The list of ‘Latin errors’ contained in the longer version was 
published in “Cyril’s Book” at Moscow in 1644, ff. 233r-241v; on this book see above 
note 42. 

62 It is on ff. 186r-192v of codex 651 in the collection of the Serbian National Library, 
Belgrade. There are several editions including one on the basis of this manuscript by 
M. Cokoylos, Mamepuaavi u 3amemku no cmapunnoŭ caasanckoŭ aumepamype, 4, 
Omxkpoéenue ceambim anocmoszam, in H3eecmua Hcmopuxo-guaoaozureckozo Hucmu- 
myma Kua3a be3sbopoodxKo e Hescune, 11, 1887-1889, pp. 68-72. 

63 He is sometimes called Constantine XII but Constantine Lascaris was not crowned at 
Constantinople in early April 1204 just prior to the storming of the city by the Crusaders on 
12 April. 

64 In the sixteenth century the translation was included in the Macarian menologium for 
the feast of St Athanasius on 18 January, see Mocue, Ozaaeaenue [see note 39], i, col. 404. 
The menologium texts of January 12-31 have not yet been published. For a brief survey of 
the Slavonic translations available in Muscovy see F. THOMSON, The Corpus of Slavonic 
Translations Available in Muscovy. The Cause of Old Russia’s Intellectual Silence and a 
Contributary Factor to Muscovite Cultural Autarky, in B. GASPAROV - O. RAYEVSKY-HUGHES 
(ed.), Christianity and the Eastern Slavs, vol. i (California Slavic Studies, 16), Berkeley, 
1993, pp. 179-214; on the translation of the Disputatio see p. 186. 

6° The translation has been edited by E. MEQOPOBA, Tpaxmam Huxoaaa de JIupoi 
“Probatio adventus Christi” u ezo yepKoeHocAaaeAHcKul nepesod Konya eeka, 2 vols, 
Mocxaa, 1999 [non vidi]. Nicholas’ work, which is also known by several other names, e.g. 
Probatio adventus Christi and Disputatio contra perfidiam Judaeorum, exists in two ver- 
sions: the original version of the debate in 1309 and a revised version of 1331/4. Incidentally, 
Archbishop Gennadius was the sponsor of the first complete Slavonic Bible finished in 1499 
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period of the assimilation of Byzantine culture had come to an end and 
Muscovy’s gradual emergence from the Middle Ages had begun. 

Of the many Greek erotapocritic works translated into Slavonic during 
the period of the first Bulgarian empire the most important was Anastasius 
Sinaita’s [nterrogationes et responsiones (CPG 7746), the translation of 
which is linked with the name of Khan Boris’ son Symeon (c. 864-927), 
who came to the throne in 893 and assumed the title of tsar in 913. Born in 
c. 864 Symeon was sent by his father to Constantinople in c. 878 to be 
educated. There he remained for some eight years and even the Greeks 
admitted that he had enjoyed an excellent education. Liutprand of Cremona 
(c. 920-970/2), who went on his first mission to Constantinople in 949 only 
twenty-four years after Symeon’s death, reports that the Greeks had told 
him: “Hunc etenim Simeonem emiargon — id est semigrecum — esse aie- 
bant, eo quod a puericia Bizantii Demosthenis rhetoricam Aristotelisque 
silogismos dedicerit” . 

Symeon himself was responsible for the choice of several Greek works 
to be translated and in one case he personally selected no fewer than 136 
passages from the sermons of John Chrysostom — mostly the endings with 
the moral to be learned from the preceding exegesis of a particular Biblical 
passage — to form a collection called the Zlatostrui, “Golden Streams”.*’ 


and among the Latin works which the compilers consulted was Nicholas’ Postilla litteralis et 
moralis in Vetus et Novum Testamentum (STEGMULLER, Repertorium 4, 5829-5974). 

6 Antapodosis, III, 29, ed. P. CHIESA, Liutprandi Cremonensis Antapodosis, Homilia pas- 
chalis, Historia Ottonis, Relatio de legatione Constantinopolitana (Corpus Christianorum. 
Continuatio mediaevalis, 156), Turnhout, 1998, pp. 3-150, see p. 81. 

67 The preface to the collection begins: “Having studied all the old and new books of 
Holy Scripture, internal and external, and having examined the ways and customs and wis- 
dom of all the teachers, having marvelled at the spiritual wisdom of, and the grace of the 
Holy Spirit on, this blessed John Chrysostom, the pious Tsar Symeon acquired the habit of 
reading all his books and, having selected all the passages from all of his books, he collected 
them into this one book, which he called the Golden Streams. For if another (person) has 
been called by this name the Golden Stream, then we have not, I think, in any way erred by 
having named this book the Golden Streams in as much as the teachings of the Holy Spirit 
by sweet words as if by golden streams washing men by saving repentance from all sin, lead 
to God”. 

(1) Viz. Christian and non-Christian (Jewish), cf. I Cor. 5:12, where Paul differentiates 
between oi Eo and oi €o@, those outside and those inside the Church. 

(2) The epithet ypoooppdac, streaming with gold, was in fact applied to both John Chrys- 
ostom and John of Damascus, see LAMPE, Lexicon, p. 1535, but Symeon clearly had John 
Chrysostom in mind. The best edition of the preface is that by B. MAJIMHUH, Mccrzedoeanue 
«3aamocmpyA» no pyKonucu XII eera Amnepamopcxot Iybauunoŭ 6u6suomexu, Kues, 
1878, pp. 30-31. For the Greek sources of the passages chosen by Symeon see F. THOMSON, 
Chrysostomica Palaeoslavica. A Preliminary Study of the Sources of the Chrysorrhoas 
(Zlatostruy) Collection, in Cyrillomethodianum, 6 (1982), pp. 1-65, and A. MHJITEHOB, 
3aamocmpyŭ: cmapobsazapcKu xomunemuueH ceod, cazðaðen no UuKUYUAamMUBAa Ha 
Obneapckua yap Cumeon. Tekcmonozuuecko u u3eopoeeðcKko uzcaedðeane, Codua, 2013, 
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However, the most important translation with which Symeon’s name is 
closely associated is Anastasius Sinaita’s [nterrogationes et responsiones. 
Several collections of EpwmtanoKpioseic are ascribed to Anastasius 
(t shortly after 700) and the genuine one contains about 103 QQ, although 
the number varies so much in the manuscripts that the precise number is 
uncertain, which is hardly surprising as the order of the questions is so 
unsystematic that it has rightly been called “haphazard”. The commonest 
collection, as yet unpublished, is a Pseudo-Anastasian collection of 88 
EpwtanoKptoseic, only 32 of which are the same as or related to questions 
in the genuine collection and even their texts are in a variant form, to which 
Biblical and patristic passages in support of the replies have been appended 
so that it somewhat resembles a catena. The compiler clearly chose the 
passages carefully and not with the intention merely of displaying his eru- 
dition and he also ordered the QQ fairly systematically.” The collection is 


pp. 37-120. The sole edition is of a shorter version with 81 entries in the Macarian Menolo- 
gium for the feast of St John Chrysostom, November 13, ed. Beauxue Muneu Yemuu 
coOpannble 6cepoccutickum Mumponozumom Makapuem. Hoabpo oxnu 13-15, Canxtnetep- 
Oypr, 1899, cols. 1184-1579. 

68 See J. MUNITIZ, Introduction, in M. RICHARD - J. MUNITIZ (ed.), Anastasii Sinaitae 
Quaestiones et responsiones (CCSG, 59), Turnhout, 2006, p. L, who considers, ibidem, p. LVI, 
that another 18 QQ are probably genuine, another five perhaps genuine and includes another 
five “as isolated examples of the sort of questions frequently attributed to Anastasius, though 
unlikely to be authentic”; for the 103 genuine QQ see RICHARD - MUNITIZ, Anastasii, pp. 4-165; 
the probably genuine QQ in appendices 1-18, ibidem, pp. 171-204; the possibly genuine QQ 
in appendices 19-23a, ibidem, pp. 204-217, and the probably inauthentic QQ in appendices 
23b-27, ibidem, pp. 217-232. The QQ in the appendices as quoted here by their number pref- 
aced by app. The attempt to attribute the €pwtanoKpiostc to three people, the hermeneutic 
QQ to Patriarch Anastasius II of Antioch (599-609/10), who may have been a monk on Sinai, 
the ethical QQ to Anastasius of Nicaea and the physiological QQ to presbyter Anastasius 
6 dAANyOPLOTHG, see LAKKOX, Avactacioy [see note 57], pp. 150-152, has rightly been 
rejected, see, for example, G. WEISS, Review of ZAKKOS, JTepi Avactaciwyv Lvvaitey, in 
BZ, 60 (1967), pp. 342-346, especially p. 345. Later statements to the effect that the author 
was Anastasius II of Antioch, e.g. KYEB, Hean [see note 21], p. 295, and B. XPHCTOBA, 
Toakyeanuama Ha cmapo3aeemHu u nogosagsemnu KHuzu 6 CpedHObeKOeHama beAzapcKa 
Kyamypa, in Cmapobsazapucmuxa, 18, 2 (1994), p. 76, reflect a lack of acquaintance with 
all the relevant literature. 

6© A critical edition is being prepared by Professor Marc De Groote of the University of 
Ghent for publication in Corpus Christianorum. A Latin translation of the collection by the 
French theologian and humanist Gentien Hervet (1499-1584) was published over four hun- 
dred years ago in the collection of patristic works edited by the French patrologist Marguerin 
de La Bigne (c. 1546-c. 1597), which first appeared at Paris in 1576, see M. DE LA BIGNE, 
Sacra Bibliotheca Sanctorum Patrum supra ducentos, qua continentur illorum de rebus divi- 
nis opera omnia et fragmenta [...], 8 vols, Paris, 1575!, vi, pp. 121-237. The questions are 
ascribed to Anastasius Episcopus Nicenus and are followed by a translation of four appendi- 
ces to the collection numbered as Q 92, ibidem, vi, pp. 237-240. These are found in the 
Slavonic translation as the tenth to thirteenth appendices, see below. The codex which Hervet 
used as the basis for his translation did not contain all of the patristic passages appended to 
the Pseudo-Anastasian answers and so he included those which he had found elsewhere, 
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conventionally called Pseudo-Anastasian, although the term is not entirely 
appropriate since it is virtually contemporary with the genuine collection 
and the relation between the two is problematic.’”° A third collection, also 
Pseudo-Anastasian, with 154 questions was first published by Jakob Gret- 
ser (1562-1625) at Ingolstadt in 1617.” 

In the translation associated with Symeon the collection of 88 Epwtano- 
Kptoetc forms the core of a Greek florilegium, twenty-one Greek manu- 
scripts of which have been traced, the earliest of them being codex Parisi- 
nus Coislinianus 120 and codex Patmius 109, both of the early tenth 


ibidem, vi, pp. 240-274. The ascription to Anastasius of Nicaea, on whom see H.-G. BECK, 
Kirche und Theologie im byzantinischen Reich (Handbuch der Altertumswissenschaft, 12, 2, 
1), Munich, 1959, p. 419, is found in some manuscripts, e.g. codex Parisinus graecus 1259 A 
of the fourteenth century, on the codex see M. BABMKOB, Buzsanmuŭckuŭ npomomun ðpee- 
Heŭueŭ caaeAncKou KHueu (H360pnux Ceamocaaea 1073 2.), Mocxsa, 1996, pp. 85-88. 
The numbering of the questions in Hervet’s Latin translation is highly defective, viz. 1-9, 
9-26, 23, 28-32, 32, 34-62, two unnumbered, 65, 65-79, 79-90, one unnumbered. On the basis 
of the numbering in Migne’s Patrologia graeca it contains, in this order, QQ 1-19, 21-22, 
23at+c+24a, — , 20, 23b+24b, 25-31, 33, 35-41, 42a-g, 43-59, 142-151, 60-64, 65a-b, 66-70, 
128, 71-74, 152-154. 

70 See MunIiTIz, Introduction, p. LII [see note 68]. 

71 Ed. J. GRETSER, Sancti Anastasii Sinaitae, Patriarchae Antiocheni Quaestiones et 
Responsiones de varijs argumentis CLIV nunc primum graece et latine cum insigni auctario 
publicatae, Ingolstadt, 1617, pp. 1-685. Gretser had in fact added seven more quaestiones 
vagantes, viz. 98a-b, 100a-c, 105a and 109a, thus making 161 in all, but he nevertheless 
retained the numbering of 1 to 154. For the accompanying Latin translation Gretser translated 
the questions not found in Hervet’s version and in places revised the latter’s translation of the 
others. The edition was reprinted in the fourteenth volume of Gretser’s collected works pub- 
lished at Regensburg between 1734 and 1741, see J. GRETSER, Opera omnia antehac ab 
ipsomet auctore accurate recognita [...], 17 vols, Regensburg, 1734-1741, xiv (1740), 
pp. 166-446. Hervet’s translation was reprinted in the second and third editions of DE LA 
BIGNE’S Bibliotheca [see note 69], (Paris, 1589 — in which a half-hearted attempt was made 
to correct the numbering of the QQ — and 1610), but in the fourth edition (Cologne, 1618), 
Hervet’s translation was replaced by Gretser’s, which had appeared the previous year, ed. 
M. DE LA BIGNE, Magna Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum et Antiquorum Scriptorum Ecclesiasti- 
corum [...], 14 vols in 19, Cologne, 16184, vi, 1, pp. 715-797. The final edition of de La 
Bigne’s collection appeared at Lyons in 1677, for the translation see M. DE LA BIGNE, 
Maxima Bibliotheca Veterum Patrum et Antiquorum Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum [...], 
27 vols, Lyons, 1677°, ix, pp. 987-1042. In 1860 Jacques-Paul Migne (1800-1875) reprinted 
the 1740 edition of Gretser’s text so that Hervet’s version still forms the basis of much of the 
Latin translation in PG 89, cols 312-824. The earliest manuscripts of the collection of 154 
questions are of the eleventh century, e.g. codex Laurentianus Pluteus IV.16 copied in 1062, 
on which see BABHKOB, [7pomomun [see note 69], p. 119, and A. BANDINI, Catalogus codi- 
cum manuscriptorum Bibliothecae Mediceae Laurentianae varia continens opera Graecorum 
Patrum [...], Florence, 1764, p. 540, whose date of 1063 is incorrect since the date in the 
colophon is October 6571, and codex Laurentianus Pluteus IV.35, on which see BABAKOB, 
ITpomomun [see note 69], pp. 115-117, and E. ROSTAGNO - N. Festa, Indice dei codici greci 
Laurenziani non compresi nel catalogo del Bandini, in Studi italiani di filologia classica, 1 
(1893), p. 218. There are other smaller Greek collections of Anastasian €pwtamoxKpiostic but 
they need not be listed here; on the various collections with lists of the manuscripts see 
RICHARD - MUNITIZ, Anastasii [see note 68], pp. XIX-XXVIII. 
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century, so that the terminus ante quem for the compilation of the florile- 
gium is c. 900.72 There is, however, some evidence that it may have been 
compiled between 877 and 886: in three manuscripts, viz. Coislinianus 
120, codex Ottobonianus graecus 414 of the eleventh century and codex 
Athous, Laura I 115 of the thirteenth, three chronological lists have been 
appended to the concluding doxology of the florilegium. The first of the 
three is a list of popes and patriarchs in which the length of tenure of office 
is specified for each person. The list was clearly not compiled especially for 
the florilegium because the last pope is Honorius I (625-638), while the last 
patriarchs are Modestus of Jerusalem (c. 630-c. 634), Peter III of Alexan- 
dria (643/4-651) and Anastasius I of Antioch (559-570, 593-598/9). How- 
ever, the list of patriarchs of Constantinople was continued in the Laura 
codex down to Photius’ second period of office (877-886), without specify- 
ing the number of years as it does for all previous entries including Igna- 
tius’ second incumbency (867-877). In the other two codices it continues 
down to the second incumbency of Nicholas I Mysticus (912-925), although 
the last tenure of office for which the length is specified is that of Photius’ 
first incumbency (858-867).’? This evidence indicates that the original list, 
which went down to the early seventh century, was updated three times, 
first in 867/877 (Coislin/Ottoboni), then in 877/886 (Laura) and finally in 
912/925 (Coislin/Ottoboni). It is possible that the first updating may have 
been done when the list was added to the florilegium, viz between 877 and 
886.74 Be that as it may, the terminus post quem for the compilation of the 


72 For a description of the twenty-one manuscripts see BHBHKOB, [Zpomomun [see note 
69], pp. 47-102; for the Coislin and Patmos codices see pp. 47-52 and 55-57 respectively; for 
a description of the many manuscripts which contain only parts of the florilegium see 
pp. 103-244. For Parisinus Coislinianus 120 see also de B. DE MONTFAUCON, Bibliotheca 
Coisliniana olim Segueriana, sive Manuscriptorum omnium Graecorum, quae in ea continen- 
tur, accurata descriptio [...], Paris, 1715, pp. 192-195, and R. DEVREESSE, Le fonds Coislin 
(Catalogue des manuscrits grecs. Bibliothéque Nationale. Département des manuscrits, 2), 
Paris, 1945, pp. 109-111; for codex Patmius 109 see `I. XAKKEAION, [Tatyiaxn BipAioOnkn 
Ato avaypagn tæv èv th BipAloOykn thc Kata thv vaocov Hátuov yepapac Kai Bacidikhc 
Lovins tod ayiov adnootéAov Kai Eevayyediatob Twávvov tod Oeoddyov teOnaavpicLéevov yel- 
poypagwy tevyæv, AOjnvypovv, 1890, p. 65. 

73 See the lists ed. G. GROSCH, De codice Coisliniano 120. Dissertatio chronologica, Jena, 
1886, pp. 1-8, who considers that in Coislinianus 120 the length of the second periods of 
office of both Ignatius and Photius were added by a later hand, see ibidem, p. 8, but Dr Douwe 
Sieswerda of the University of Amsterdam, who kindly checked the lists in the manuscripts, 
is not certain whether this was the case. For the Ottoboni codex see E. FERON - F. BATTAGLINI, 
Codices manuscripti graeci Ottoboniani Bibliothecae Vaticanae descripti, Rome, 1893, 
p. 225; for the Laura codex see SPYRIDON (KAMPANOS) - S. EUSTRATIADES, Catalogue of the 
Greek Manuscripts in the Library of the Laura on Mount Athos with Notices from Other 
Libraries (Harvard Theological Studies, 12), Cambridge (Mass.), 1925, pp. 48-49. 

14 For more details see F. THOMSON, The Symeonic Florilegium: an Analysis of Its Rela- 
tion to the Greek Textological Tradition and Its Association with Tsar Symeon, together with 
an Appendix on the Old Believers and the Codex of 1073, in Kupuao-Memooueecxu cmyouu, 


This content downloaded from 
165.123.34.86 on Wed, 14 Apr 2021 01:57:45 UTC 
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms 


BYZANTINE EROTAPOCRITIC LITERATURE IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION 405 


florilegium is 843, viz. the final restoration of iconodulia by Empress 
Theodora, regentess (842-856) for her two-year-old son Michael III (842- 
867), since it contains entries by two leading opponents of iconoclasm, 
namely Patriarch Nicephorus I of Constantinople (806-815, + 828), who 
was exiled when iconoclasm was restored by Emperor Leo V (813-824) in 
815, and Michael Syncellus of Jerusalem (c. 760-846), who was twice 
incarcerated for his opposition to iconoclasm (814/5-820 and 834-842). 

The florilegium is composed of three parts: the first contains ten entries 
summarizing the Christian faith, the second is the collection of 88 épata- 
TMOKPtiOElc, while the third consists of twenty-four entries arranged in fairly 
logical order which can be divided into six unequal groups: 1-9 contain 
definitions of basic Christian concepts and illustrations of the figurative as 
opposed to literal use of language in the Bible; 10-15 deal with the precise 
dates of Christ’s earthly life and various divisions of the calendar; 16 is the 
Decalogue, the relevance of which for the Christian life is obvious although 
the reason for this precise place in the order of the entries is not; 17-19 deal 
with the canon of Scripture; 20-23 contain chronological lists of notable 
persons from Adam down to the Apostles; 24 is the concluding doxology. 
In two of the early manuscripts the florilegium has been given the title 
“Book of Salvation” .”° 


A. Prefaces 


1. An excerpt from the fifth book of Basil of Caesarea’s Adversus Euno- 
mium (CPG 2837) on the necessity of belief in the triune God.’ 

2. A series of twenty-six minor passages taken from Cyril of Alexan- 
dria’s Liber de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate (CPG 5216), five of 
which remain untraced, on the relations between the three persons of the 
Trinity.” 


18 (2009), pp. 248-308 [henceforth quoted as Florilegium], pp. 268-270. The claim that the 
terminus ante quem is c. 873 since the reply to Q 20 contains a passage on the cult of 
Apollonius of Tyana which is quoted by George Hamartolus in his Chronicon breve, thus 
J. VROOLAND - W. VEDER, O pyxonucHoti mpaduyuu Cumeonoea cbopnuxa, in Polata 
knigopisnaja, 35 (2006), p. 69, n. 2, is unsafe since the date when George completed his 
chronicle is disputed; for the details see THOMSON, Florilegium, p. 267. 

15 The title is found in the Coislin and Laura manuscripts: BiBAoc yevopévn Kai ovvte- 
Oeioa k SiaM~dp@v AdyOV Kai SINYNOE@V WOYO@OEAOV ñ AEYOMEVN GWTNPLOG, see 
BUuBUKOB, J7pomomun [see note 69], pp. 48 and 78. On the meaning of the term owtrnpios 
in this context see D. SIESWERDA, The Lwtypioc, the Original of the Izbornik of 1073, in 
Sacris erudiri, 40 (2001), p. 296. 

1 Ed. PG 29, cols 497-773. 

11 Ed. PG 75, cols 861-864, 756-757, 789, 792, 967, 917-918, 820, cf. 948, 821, ?, 953, 
1004, 960-961, 1008, 1008-1012, cf. 840, ?, ?, 908, 1013-1016, 1104-1105, 1105, ?, 1125- 
1128, 1128-1129, ?. 
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3. Isidore of Pelusium’s Epistola ccccxxii, Heroni Scholastico (CPG 
5557), in which Isidore deals with Jesus’ statement “my Father is greater 
than I” (John 14:28) by pointing out that like things can only be compared 
to like.” 

4. Twelve passages taken from Theodoret of Cyrrhus’ Expositio rectae 
fidei (CPG 6218) dealing with the concepts of essence and substance and 
the two natures of Christ.” 

5. An excerpt of Maximus Confessor’s Quomodo inhabitaverit Deus 
Verbum (CPG 7707, § 28) on the two natures of Christ.®° 

6. Two of the surviving fragments of Anastasius of Antioch’s Ad Ser- 
gium grammaticum capita CL (CPG 6957), again on Christ’s two natures.®! 

7. An excerpt of Gregory of Nyssa’s Oratio catechetica magna (CPG 
3150), once more dealing with Christ’s two natures.®? 

8. A series of ten passages dealing with the incomprehensibility of God, 
who can only be apprehended by faith, nine of them taken from homilies 4, 
5 and 7 of John Chrysostom’s In epistolam I ad Corinthios homiliae (CPG 
4428); the origin of the tenth passage remains untraced.®? These are fol- 
lowed by a series of Biblical quotations, viz. Ecclesiasticus 1:3; Romans 
11:33-34; 12:3; Ecclesiasticus 3:21-24; Ecclesiastes 8:17; 11:5; Wisdom 
9:13-16; 13:6-7, 10. 

9. Michael Syncellus’ Libellus de fide orthodoxa.™* 


78 Ed. PG 78, col. 417. 

1 Ed. PG 6, cols 1208-1216, 1220, 1221-1224, 1224, 1225, 1225-1228, 1229-1232, 
1232-1233, 1233-1236, 1237, 1237, 1240. The entry is incorrectly ascribed to “Justin the 
Philosopher”, viz. Justin Martyr. 

80 Ed. C. EMM®AHOBNY, Mamepunabi K u3yuenuio »cu3nu u meopenuŭ nDenodobHOzoO 
Maxcuma Hcnoeeonuxa, Kues, 1917, pp. 82-83. The ascription is dubious as the passage 
has a Nestorian bias and reflects ideas expressed by Theodoret of Cyrrhus, a friend of Nesto- 
rius, in his Expositio rectae fidei, cf. PG 6, cols 1232-1237. The ideas also bear a certain 
resemblance to a passage in Theodore of Mopsuestia’s De incarnatione (CPG 3856), ed. 
PG 66, cols 972-976. 

81 Ed. G. WEIss, Studia Anastasiana I. Studien zum Leben, zu den Schriften und zur 
Theologie des Patriarchen Anastasius I. von Antiochien (559-598) (Miscellanea Byzantina 
Monacensia, 4), Munich, 1965, p. 128, and PG 89, cols 1285-1286, respectively; in the 
Slavonic translation this entry is anonymous. 

82 Ed. PG 45, col. 41. 

83 Ed. PG 61, cols 31, 32, 56, cf. 32, 41, 42, 59, 60, 60-61, ?. 

84 Ed. DE MONTFAUCON, Bibliotheca [see note 72], pp. 90-93; for a collation of this edi- 
tion with six other manuscripts see F. THOMSON, Les cing traductions slavonnes du Libellus 
de fide orthodoxa de Michel le Syncelle et les mythes de l'arianisme de saint Méthode, apôtre 
des Slaves, ou d’Hilarion, métropolite de Russie, et de l'existence d'une Église arienne à 
Kiev, in Revue des études slaves, 63 (1991), pp. 20-21; there are at least six Slavonic transla- 
tions of this confessio fidei, on five see ibidem, pp. 22-28; for the sixth see D. HAJDUK- 
VELJKOVIĆ, Zum Libellus de fide orthodoxa des Michael Synkellos in der kirchenslavischen 
Uberlieferung, in Zeitschrift fiir slavische Philologie, 57 (1998), pp. 28-49. 
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10. De sex sanctis et oecumenicis synodis is an anonymous account of the 
first six Councils with a summary of their decisions and the names of the 
principal protagonists (BHG 2341b). This anonymous account complements 
Michael Syncellus’ Libellus, in which the six Councils are enumerated but 
the decisions are not summarized. Since it has not been traced elsewhere the 
account may have been compiled especially for the florilegium.® 


B. Anastasius of Sinaita, [nterrogationes et responsiones 


The selection and order of the 88 questions in the collection is not hap- 
hazard but logical and the contents can be divided into two main parts: 

A. The first 23 QQ all go back to the genuine Anastasian collection and 
deal with practical matters of the Christian life: 1-2: the marks of a true 
Christian; 3-4: sin and forgiveness; 5: salvation is for all, not only for 
monks; 6: confession; 7: communion; 8: fornication; 9-10: punishment 
for sin; 11-15: the proper use of worldly riches; 16: obedience due to sec- 
ular authorities; 17: misfortune in life; 18: sudden death; 19: belief in 
fate; 20: foretelling the future; 21: death; 22: prayer and masses for the 
dead; 23: the nature of paradise. 

B. QQ 24-88, only nine of which go back to the genuine collection, viz. 
QQ 39-40, 55-56, 70-71, 73-74 and 81, contain answers to questions which 
could occur to a Christian reading Scripture intelligently, e.g. Q 37: Why 
was Moses prohibited from entering the Promised Land only because of a 
minor sin? Q 74: Since Christ stated that we are not defiled by what we eat, 
why should we not eat meat during fasts? These questions too are not 
arranged completely haphazardly: QQ 24-53 basically follow the order of 
the books of the Old Testament, while QQ 54-88 follow the order of the 
New Testament, although those on the Epistles, QQ 54-59, precede those 


85 The sole edition of the Greek text, E. BAPCOB - A. JIFOBEPHYA, M36o0pnuK 6eauKozo 
KHA3A Ceamocaasa Apocaasuua 1073 zoda. C 2peuecKum u AaMUHCKUM meKcmamu, in 
Umenua e Hmnepamopcxom Obowecmee ucmopuu u ðpeenocmeŭ poccutickux, 1882/4 
[123], pp. 55-62, is totally unreliable, see THOMSON, Traductions [see note 84], pp. 23-24. 
TPOMLKH, Kpmuujy [see note 47], p. 76, incorrectly identified the entry as Germanus I of 
Constantinople’s De sex synodis oecumenicis, ed. G. VOELLUS - H. JUSTELLUS, Bibliotheca 
iuris canonici veteris in duos tomos distributa [...], Paris, 1661, ii, pp. 1161-1165. The fact 
that neither Michael’s Libellus nor the anonymous account lists the seventh Council at Nicaea 
in 787 is irrelevant for the dating of the compilation of the florilegium since the oecumenical 
status of the Second Nicaean Council was only recognized after the final restoration of 
iconodulia in 843, see G. DUMEIGE, Nicée II (Histoire des Conciles Gicuméniques, 4), Paris, 
1978, pp. 177-189. Indeed, it is first referred to as the seventh ““Oecumenical” Council in the 
Synodicon of Orthodoxy in an addition condemning the heresies of John Italus (c. 1025-after 
1082), ed. J. GOUILLARD, Le synodicon de |’Orthodoxie. Edition et commentaire, in TM, 2 
(1967), pp. 45-107; for the condemnation of John see pp. 57-61, especially p. 59. 
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on the Gospels, QQ 60-87, which presumably reflects the influence of the 
liturgy, in which the epistle is read before the gospel. The final question 
(Q 88) dealing with the outward form, to1oc, of the Church and the use of 
symbolic language in describing sacred things, e.g. the sanctuary as the soul 
and the nave as the body, forms the introduction to the third section. 


C. Appendices: 


1. Theodore of Raithu, De eisdem, is a small treatise with definitions of 
philosophical concepts such as essence, nature, accident, substance, species 
and difference.® The title, IIepi tov adtov, refers back to the preceding entry 
in the florilegium, viz. the final appendix to Q 88, De differentia substantiae 
et naturae secundum externos philosophos attributed to Maximus Confessor, 
which deals with the difference between the concepts of essence and nature.®’ 
Despite the ascription to Theodore only approximately 45% of the contents of 
the treatise have been taken from the second, dialectical part of his Praeparatio 
(CPG 7600), while another 45% are based on John of Damascus’ Dialectica 
(CPG 8041). The remaining 10% may well be original. 

2. Maximus Confessor, De essentia et substantia, continues the series of 
definitions of philosophical concepts. The ending is untraced and the rest 
is not by Maximus but consists of two excerpts from John of Damascus’ 
Contra Jacobitas (CPG 8047). 

3. Maximus Confessor, Unionum definitiones (CPG 7697, § 18), in 
which ten types of union are defined.” 

4. George Choiroboscus, De tropis poeticis. This is an abridged version 
of the original treatise on twenty-seven figures of speech, which was 
included for the correct interpretation of figurative language used in the 
Bible and not because of any interest in literary theory.’! 


_ °° Ed. J. JOHANNET, Les chapitres de définitions philosophiques dans I’Izbornik de 1073. 
(Edition gréco-slave), in Revue des études slaves, 63 (1991), pp. 63-105. 

87 The final appendix to Q 88 ed. ibidem pp. 61-62. 

88 For the originals see ed. F. DIEKAMP, Analecta Patristica. Texte und Untersuchungen 
zur griechischen Patristik (OCA, 117), Rome, 1938, pp. 200-222, and PG 94, cols 521-676, 
respectively. 

89 Ed. JOHANNET, Chapitres [see note 86], pp. 106-109, cf. PG, 94, cols 1441-1444 and 1468. 

© Critical edition by JOHANNET, Chapitres [see note 86], pp. 110-111; for a slightly vari- 
ant recension see PG, 91, cols 213-216. See also P. VAN DEUN, L’Unionum definitiones 
(CPG 7697, 18) attribué à Maxime le Confesseur: Etude et édition, in REB, 58 (2000), pp. 123- 
147. 

9! Ed. J. BESHAROV, Imagery of the Igor’ Tale in the Light of Byzantino-Slavic Poetic 
Theory (Studies in the Russian Epic Tradition, 2), Leiden, 1956, pp. 4-42; the original ver- 
sion ed. L. SPENGEL, Rhetores Graeci (Bibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum 
Teubneriana), 3 vols, Leipzig, 1853-1856, iii, pp. 244-256. 
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5. Epiphanius of Salamis, Ex Panario, deals with the use of allegory in 
the Bible as illustrated by the epithets of lion and lamb applied to Christ. 
No direct source has been traced and it was probably compiled under the 
influence of similar ideas about Christ as lion and lamb expressed in the 
Panarium (CPG 3745).%2 

6. Pseudo-Gregory of Nazianzus, Dialogus inter S. Basilium et S. Grego- 
rium Theologum de invisibili Dei essentia (CPG 3067). This is an erotapo- 
critic collection of 23 QQ allegedly put by Basil of Caesarea to Gregory 
about the metaphorical meaning of phrases such as “to see God” or “God 
appeared to” in the Bible.” 

7. This consists of a series of seven excerpts taken from Theodoret of 
Cyrrhus’ Haereticarum fabularum compendium (CPG 6223) chosen to 
show that the concepts of one God, two natures of Christ and three persons 
of the Trinity are not contradictory.” 

8. An excerpt of Irenaeus of Lyons’ Contra haereses libri quinque (CPG 
1306) dealing with the difference between the breath of life, mvon Cans, 
which God breathed into Adam to make him a living soul (Genesis 2:7), 
and the Holy Spirit, tò “Aytov IIvebpa.” 

9. Augustine, Ex dogmaticis, which deals with three Trinitarian meta- 
phors of fire, rainbow and man. The first is a Greek translation of a passage 
taken from Vigilius of Thapso’s Contra Felicianum Arianum de unitate 
Trinitatis (CPL 808), but the sources of the other two metaphors have not 
been traced. 

10. Chronotaxis Domini e Constitutionibus apostolicis (BHG 779ji), 
which despite its title is not found in the Apostolic Constitutions and deals 
with the exact days and hours on which the major events in Christ’s earthly 
life took place.” 


92 Ed PG 42, cols 257 and 280-281. 

°3 Ed. C. HEINRICI, Griechisch-byzantinische Gesprdchsbiicher und Verwandtes aus 
Sammelhandschriften, in Abhandlungen der philologisch-historischen Classe der Königlich 
Sdchsischen Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften, 28, 8 (1911), pp. 32-35. 

°4 Ed. PG 83, cols 441, 448, 453, 457, 477, 480, 481-484. 

9° Ed. F. THOMSON - J. NORET, L’évolution de la manière de traduire chez les Slaves 
au Moyen Age. Comparaison et édition de deux traductions slavonnes (Xe-XIVe siècles) de 
passages d’Irénée et d'un Pseudo-Augustin, in RHT, 24 (1994), pp. 324-325; cf. PG 7, 
cols 1152-1153. This is one of the few surviving fragments of the Greek original. 

% Ed. THOMSON - NORET, Evolution [see note 95], pp. 325-326; for the Latin original see 
PL 62, col. 337. The reason for the ascription to Augustine is that Vigilius’ work is in some 
manuscripts wrongly ascribed to Augustine. 

97 Ed. PG 1, cols 517-518. 
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11. Eusebii, Ex chronicis (BHG 779mi). This first excerpt from a lost 
work by Eusebius of Caesarea is devoted to establishing the exact times of 
the events in the last week of Christ’s earthly life.” 

12. Eiusdem, Ex eodem. This second excerpt from the same work is 
devoted to the Roman, Greek, Egyptian, and Jewish systems of dividing the 
year and their relevance for the dates of events in Christ’s earthly life. 

13. Hesychius of Jerusalem, /n Christi natalem (CPG 6595; BHG 
779mj). Although ascribed to Hesychius of Jerusalem (f after 450) this 
entry on the exact date of Christ’s birth is one of the surviving fragments of 
the Historia romana et universalis by the last pagan Byzantine historian, 
Hesychius of Miletus (+ after 582).! 

14. John of Damascus, De mensibus macedonicis ex ecclesiastica tradi- 
tione (CPG 8087, § 11). This brief treatise on the signs of the zodiac is 
made up of three passages taken from c. 21 of his De fide orthodoxa (CPG 
8043), !°! 

15. John of Damascus, De mensibus diversis. The entry is divided into 
five sections giving the Roman, Jewish, Macedonian, Hellenic and Egyp- 
tian names of the months. The first section with the Latin names includes 
some brief dietary rules, such as “April 30: do not eat turnips”, “December 
31: do not eat cabbage”, “January 31: at the second hour drink a little 
unmixed wine” .!% 

16. A slightly abridged version of the Decalogue as in Exodus 20:1-17 
(as opposed to that in Deuteronomy 5:6-21). 

17. The list of canonical books of the Bible found in c. 90 of John of 
Damascus’ De fide orthodoxa.!%® 

18. A second index librorum canonicorum, this time taken from Gregory 
of Nazianzus’ Carmen dogmaticum XII. De veris Scripturae libris (CPG 
3034, § 12).1% 

19. Isidore of Pelusium, De sexaginta libris et quinam extra illos sint. 
This index librorum canonicorum et prohibitorum lists the books of the Old 


°8 Ed. PG 92, col. 1053. 

? Ed. PG 92, cols 1053-1057. Except for some fragments the Greek original of Eusebius’ 
Chronicorum libri duo (CPG 3494) has been lost and the work only survives in an Armenian 
version, for a Latin translation of which see PG 19, cols 101-598, and Jerome’s revised and 
expanded Latin translation of the second part, ed. PL 27, cols 223-508. However, the texts of 
appendices 11 and 12 do not correspond to any passages found in the fragments or the trans- 
lations and their source(s) remain(s) uncertain. 

100 Ed. PG 92, col. 1057; 93, col. 1449, and 97, cols 44-45. 

101 Ed. PG 95, col. 236, cf. De fide orthodoxa, ed. PG 94, cols 889-892. 

102 Ed. PG 95, cols 236-237. In Greek manuscripts it follows the previous excerpt from 
the De fide orthodoxa but is not taken from there and its source is unknown. 

103 Ed. PG 94, cols 1177-1180. 

104 Ed. PG 37, cols 472-474, and 138, col. 924. 
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and New Testaments (omitting Revelation), the Deuterocanonical Books 
and twenty-five pseudepigrapha.'> 

20. Epiphanius of Salamis, Elenchus LXXII prophetarum et X prophetis- 
sarum (CPG 3779; BHG 1591a).!% 

21. Epiphanius of Salamis, De XVI prophetarum vita et obitu (CPG 
3778; BHG 1587).!” Despite the title the entry deals with eighteen not 
sixteen prophets, viz. the twelve Minor Prophets followed by Isaiah, Jere- 
miah, Ezekiel and Daniel numbered 13 to 16, while the final two, Elijah 
and Elisha, are numbered separately 1 and 2 as they do not have Biblical 
books. 

22. Hippolytus of Rome, De XII apostolis, ubinam quisque eorum prae- 
dicaverit ac ubi consummatus sit (CPG 1911; BHG 153a).'® Despite the 
title the entry includes thirteen apostles, viz. the twelve disciples and Paul. 

23. Hippolytus of Rome, De LXX apostolis (CPG 1911; BHG 153b).! 

24. The concluding doxology. 

[25]. In three of the Greek manuscripts, viz. Coislinianus 120, Ottoboni- 
anus graecus 414 and Athous, Laura I 115, the doxology is followed by 
three chronological lists, first of patriarchs (including popes), then of Assyr- 
ian, Jewish and Greek kings and finally of Roman and Byzantine emperors, 
in each of which the length of the reign or tenure of office is specified for 
each person. Since the lists are not found in four of the five tenth-century 
manuscripts they are clearly an early addition to the original corpus of the 
florilegium, which ended with the doxology.'!° As the first chronological 
list in appendix 20 begins with Adam and ends with Our Lady, while the 


105 Ed. PG 1, cols 515-517. In Greek it is found both as an anonymous work and ascribed 
to Isidore, who is usually considered to be Isidore of Pelusium (t after 431), which, if correct, 
means that it is the earliest such index. 

106 Ed. T. SCHERMANN, Prophetarum vitae fabulosae, indices apostolorum discipulo- 
rumque Domini Dorotheo, Epiphanio, Hippolyto, aliisque vindicatae {...| (BSGRT), Leipzig, 
1907, pp. 1-3. The original list of seventy-two prophets began with Adam and ended with the 
old man of Bethel (I Kings 13:11) but at some early date the name of Agabus, who twice 
prophesied (Acts 11:28 and 21:10-11), was appended to the list, thus making seventy-three 

prophets. 
- 107 Ed. PG 43, cols 415-426. 

108 Ed. PG 10, cols 952-953. 

10 Ed. PG 10, cols 953-957. 

110 The Greek list ed. buBuKOB, [Zpomomun [see note 69], pp. 261-263, and IDEM, 
CpaenumenbHbiŭ aHanu3 cocmaea “H3bo0pHuxka Ceamocaaea 1073 2.” u ezo euzanmuti- 
cKux aHanozoe, in VV, 51 (1990), pp. 99-100. In Coislinianus 120 owing to the loss of a folio 
the list of Roman and Byzantine emperors breaks off with Emperor Pertinax (1 Janu- 
ary-28 March 193). The list of the Byzantine emperors without the Roman ones is also found 
in codex Laurentianus Pluteus IV.6 of the eleventh century, in which it was added by a later 
hand; on the manuscript see BANDINI, Catalogus [see note 71], pp. 524-525, and BHBHKOB, 
ITpomomun [see note 69], p. 67. Another tenth-century witness to the lists is the Slavonic 
translation, which has the list of Roman and Byzantine emperors, on this see below. 
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last of these three lists begins with Julius Caesar (49-45 B.C.) and ends 
with Constantine VII (913-959), the intention was clearly to portray history 
from Creation to the contemporary era as Heilsgeschichte, the revelation in 
history of God’s will for the salvation of mankind. 

The earliest extant manuscript of the Slavonic translation of the florile- 
gium was copied at Kiev in 1073 and was discovered in the New Jerusalem 
Monastery of the Resurrection near Moscow by Joseph Dobrowsky (1753- 
1829), the father of Slav philology, in late 1792.'!! Russian interest in the 
translation was aroused by the fact that after the concluding doxology on f. 
263v the manuscript contains on ff. 263v-264r a eulogy of Prince Svyato- 
slav of Kiev (1073-1076) written in twenty-seven dodecasyllabic lines of 
iambic trimeters in which the prince is credited with ordering the transla- 
tion to be made.!!* However, in 1847 Stepan Shevyrev (1806-1864), a liter- 
ary critic who lectured at the University of Moscow, discovered another 
copy of the florilegium of the late fifteenth century in the library of the 
Dormition Monastery founded by St Cyril of Belozero (1337-1427), the 
particular interest of which is that on f. 6v it has the sole copy of the origi- 
nal form of the eulogy with a dedication to Tsar Symeon of Bulgaria, which 
Shevyrev published in 1850 with a brief description of the manuscript.'! In 


11 The most detailed account of the discovery was published in 1990 by I. MOHMCEEBA 
- M. Kpseu, Hocug Ho6poeckuŭ u Poccua (lamamuuxu pycckoti Kyaemypoei XI-XVIII 
eeKoe 6 u3yuenuu YeUCcKOzo CAagucma), JIeHuHTpay, 1990, pp. 120-124. Despite this the 
claim that it was discovered by Konstantin Kalaydovich (1792-1832) in June 1817 is still 
being repeated, e.g. in 2008 by II. AHEBA - C. MBAHOB, Cnacumeana kKknuea. (I poykuam 
opuzunan Ha Cumeonoeun coopHuKk). Kuuza, npou3zxo#cdawa u cocmaéeHa om pa3auynu 
peuu u dywmenonesHu pa3ka3u, HapeueHa “Cnacumeana”, Codua, 2008, p. 5. Slobodan 
Fomić was oft heard to repeat the Latin adage: Id quod volunt, credunt quoque. 

112 There is an excellent diplomatic edition of the codex, ed. II. JIMHEKOB, Cumeonoe 
c6opxuKk (no Ceemocaagoeua npenuc om 1073 2.), 2 vols, Codusa, 1991-1993, i, pp. 201- 
725, for the eulogy see pp. 720-721; see also the superb reproduction of the codex in fac- 
simile, ed. B. PbIBAKOB, M360pHux Ceamocaaea 1073 200a. BakcumuAbHoe u3zdanue, 
Mockxsa, 1983, ff. 1r-266v, for the eulogy see ff. 263v-264r. The manuscript is now codex 
1043 (olim 31D) in the collection of the Russian Synod in the State History Museum, Mos- 
cow; on the codex with a bibliography see JI. 2KYKOBCKAA (pez.), Ceoðnoiŭ Kamanoz 
CAABAHO-PyYCCKUX PYKONUCHbIX KHu2, xpanawuxca e CCCP. XI-XIII ee., Mocxsa, 1984, 
pp. 36-40; on the manuscript itself as opposed to the text see A. DZuROvA, Le Receuil de 
Svetoslav de 1073 Moscou, GIM, Sin. 31]{ No. 1043, in E. KONSTANTINOU (ed.), Methodios 
und Kyrillos in ihrer europäischen Dimension (Philhellenische Studien, 10), Frankfurt am 
Main, 2005, pp. 271-312. 

113 See C. IHEBbIPEB, [Joe30xa e Kupuano-6ero3epcKuii Monacmoipe. Bakayuonnole Onu 
npogeccopa C. Hleevipeea e 1847 2z00y, 2 vols, Mocksa, 2009, ii, pp. 235-237; for the 
eulogy see pp. 236; the manuscript is now codex 5/1082 (olim 118/52) in the monastery’s 
collection in the Russian National Library, Saint Petersburg; on it see L. MASING, Studien zur 
Kenntnis des Izbornik Svjatoslava vom Jahre 1073 nebst Bemerkungen zu den jiingeren 
Handschriften, in Archiv fiir slavische Philologie, 8 (1885), pp. 371-389, with an edition of 
the eulogy on pp. 374-375, and H. Po30B, O damupoexe u soKaauzayuu Kupusso- 
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the eulogy on f. 263v of the 1073 codex the name Svyatoslav has been 
written over an erasure and in 1979 an optico-photographic examination 
established that the words “among princes prince Svyatoslav” in the first 
two lines of the eulogy were written over a large erasure precisely where in 
the eulogy in the Dormition codex the words “among emperors Symeon” 
are written, so that there can be no doubt but that the dedication to Svyato- 
slav is secondary.!!4 The eulogy reads as follows:!!> 


Great among emperors Symeon, mighty lord, having desired with a great 
desire to reveal the ideas concealed in the depth of this most obscure book“) of 
Basil, most wise in the(se) ideas, commanded me, a good-for-nothing in learn- 
ing,” to make the change of the language in another way (while) preserving 
the identity of his® ideas, which he,“ having collected like an industrious bee 
from every flower of the work® into his magnanimous heart as if into one 
honeycomb, pours like sweet honey from his lips before the nobles for the 
instruction of their minds, seeming to them a new Ptolemy, not by religion” 
but rather by desire® and on account of the collection of all the most venera- 
ble divine books by which he, having filled even his palace, made for himself 
an eternal remembrance. May the reason for receiving (this) remembrance be 
for his Christian soul the reward of a crown of blessed and holy men in the 
infinite age of ages. Amen. 


(D Since the word for book, k” nigy, is plurale tantum the plural books is also possible 
since it refers to a florilegium with varied contents. 

@) Literally knowledge. 

® Viz. Basil’s. The impossibility of distinguishing between svoi (suus) and jego (eius) in 
English leads to ambiguities. 

4) Viz. Symeon. 


Beaozepcxozo cnucka H36opnuka Cumeona-Ceamocaaea, in E. HEMMPOBCKUM (pen.), 
Pyccko-6oa2zapcKue ceazu e oðaacmu KHUDKCHOZ0 Dena. COopHuK HayuHbaix mpydos 
(AkmyanbHbie npobsemol KHuzoeedenua, 5), Mocxsa, 1981, pp. 22-35, with a facsimile edi- 
tion of the eulogy on p. 34. In the 1073 codex the eulogy is in fact found twice, not only on 
ff. 263v-264r but also on f. 2v-r (sic!), ed. JMHEKOB, C6opxnux [see note 112], i, pp. 202- 
201. The text on ff. 263v-264r has better preserved the original form of the eulogy than either 
that on f. 2v-r or that on ff. 6v in the Dormition codex since only on ff. 263v-264r has the 
verse form in twenty-seven dodecasyllabic lines in iambic trimeters been preserved. 

114 The examination unfortunately failed to reveal any of the erased text, see 
JI. KKYKOBCKAA, 3azadxu 3anucu H360pxuxa Ceamocaaea 1073 zoda, in JI. KYKOBCKAA 
(peg.), pesHepycckuti aumepamypHolli A3bIK 6 e20 OMHOWeHUU K CMAPOCAABAHCKOMY, 
Mocksa, 1987, p. 47, and occasional claims to the contrary, e.g. H. TAroBA, Wapckama 
6ubsauomexa e IIpecaae u neŭnama ced6éa, in A.-M. TOTOMAHOBA - T. CJIABOBA (pex.), 
NB&cTh OYYENHK2 NAAB OYYHTEAEMb CBOHMb. COopHuKk 6 uecm Ha npo. dgu Hean Jobpee, 
yuneH—Koppecnonoenm Ha BAH u yuumea, Codua, 2005, pp. 171-172, are merely expres- 
sions of wishful thinking. 

115 The words between brackets have been added for the sense in English. For an edition 
of the preface with a discussion of the Slavonic terms and their contextual meanings see 
THOMSON, Florilegium [see note 74], pp. 271-276. 
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© The Slavonic word p’sanije could be understood in the sense of Scripture but the ideas 
which Symeon is portrayed as explaining to his nobles are those of the work translated.'!® 

©) This is ambiguous: if it refers to Symeon’s collection of books it could mean King 
Ptolemy I Soter (305/4-283/2), who founded the library at Alexandria, but if it refers to both 
the books and the translation then it means King Ptolemy II Philadelphus (288/5-247/6), who 
both expanded the library and, according to legend, had the Hebrew scriptures translated into 
Greek by seventy-two scholars in seventy-two days. 

M The word used usually translates miotic in the sense of faith but here it means 9pn- 
oxeia in the sense of religion since Ptolemy was a polytheist.!!” 

(8) Viz. to reveal the ideas. 

©) The meaning of this phrase is not absolutely certain since the syntax is obscure and the 
word vino in addition to being the accusative of vina, “reason, cause”, could also be an alter- 
native spelling of the adverb vyino, “always”, in which case the phrase means: May receiv- 
ing always (this) remembrance.'!® 


The Slavonic translation of the florilegium has all of the entries except 
for the first two chronological lists appended to the concluding doxology, 
viz. those of popes and patriarchs and of Assyrian, Jewish and Greek kings. 
Moreover, the third list of Roman and Byzantine emperors is found in only 
one manuscript, namely, the earliest codex of 1073, in which the doxology 
and the colophon of the scribe John dated 6581 (1072/3) on f. 263v and the 
eulogy to Svyatoslav on ff. 263v-264r are followed by the list on ff. 
264r-266r. It has been suggested that the reason why it is found after the 
colophon and the eulogy is that the scribe by mistake omitted it and added 
it subsequently.'!? However, a more likely reason is suggested by the alter- 
ations made to the title and the beginning and end of the list by the transla- 
tor. The title and first two entries read in Greek: 


Ilepi tov Baotvéwv tov “Popaiov (variant: Pouns). 
a” “IovAioc Kaicap étt £^. B’ Atyovotos ‘Oxtaviavoc dveyioc adtobd étn 
VG 


The last entry varies in the three manuscripts: 


Athous, Laura T 115: 

AAEEavdpoc GSEAMOs AdTOD K(ai) a’ AC) a” 

Ottobonianus graecus 414: 

AAéEavdpos K(ai) a” un(v) a’ Kai Kw(otavtivoc) ô v(i0)¢ Aéovtoc 


116 Those to render it by Scripture include T. BUTLER, Monumenta bulgarica. A Bilingual 
Anthology of Bulgarian Texts from the 9th to the 19th Centuries (Michigan Slavic Materials, 
41), Ann Arbor, 20047, p. 141, and K. ABAHOBA - C. HukosIoBA, Tepacecmeo na Caoeomo. 
3aamnusm eek Ha Obaeapcka KHuscHuna. JIemonucu, #cumua, bozocAoéue, pumopuka, 
noe3un, Codua, 1995, p. 18. On p’sanije in the sense of a “work” see J. Kurz et al. (ed.), 
Slovník jazyka staroslověnského, 4 vols, Prague, 1966-1997 [henceforth SJS], 3, p. 519. 

117 On the rendering of OpynoKeia by věra see SJS 1, pp. 377-378. 

118 For examples of the alternative spelling of vyino see SJS 1, p. 357. 

11? See H. LUNT, On the Izbornik of 1073, in Harvard Ukrainian Studies, 7 (1983), p. 364, 
n. 17. 


This content downloaded from 
165.123.34.86 on Wed, 14 Apr 2021 01:57:45 UTC 
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms 


BYZANTINE EROTAPOCRITIC LITERATURE IN SLAVONIC TRANSLATION 415 


Laurentianus Pluteus IV.6 (in which the list of was added by a later hand): 
AXdéEavSpoc G5EAQOG AdTOD K(ai) ëtos a’ Hepat te*.!?° 


The Slavonic, however, reads in translation: 


Concise Chronicle from Augustus right up until the Greek rulers Constantine 
and Zoe. 

Augustus who (is) also Octavianus“? 56 years, 4 months and one day. In his 
43" year Christ our God was born in the year of the world 5501. Alexander 
alone, 1 year, 25 days. Constantine and Zoe, years.!*! 


0) The name has been translated by osmorod’nyi, “eighth-born”. 
2) Viz. the Alexandrian era and not the Byzantine. 
3) On the number of days see below. 


It is significant that the Slavonic list begins not with Julius Caesar but 
with the emperor at the time of Christ’s birth and continues down not to 
Emperor Alexander but to Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus and Zoe, who 
were obviously still reigning when the list was compiled since the number 
of years is not indicated. This would suggest that the original intention had 
been not to include any of the lists but that it had been subsequently deci- 
ded to mark the continuity from the time of Christ down to the time of 
translation and so the list was adapted and added at the end of the transla- 
tion after the eulogy. The reason why all the other Slav manuscripts except 
one have preserved neither the eulogy nor the chronological list is obvious: 
the two entries follow the concluding doxology and hence later scribes con- 
cluded that they did not belong to the florilegium and omitted them. Only 
the scribe of the Dormition codex found the eulogy — but not the list — suf- 
ficiently important to preface it to the florilegium. 

The list enables the approximate date of the translation to be established. 
As in the case of all the preceding entries the length of Alexander's reign is 
specified — incidentally more accurately in the Slavonic translation than in 
the Lorenzo manuscript as he reigned from 12 May 912 to 6 June 913, 
although “15 days” instead of “25 days” in the Lorenzo manuscript might 
be simply a scribal error — but in the final entry “years” has been written 
without a number. Constantine VII, the son of Leo VI (886-912) and his 


120 See the list ed. BubuKOB, [7pomomun [see note 69], pp. 261-263, see pp. 261 and 
263. Unfortunately, his edition is ambiguous because it contradicts what he says elsewhere, 
viz. ibidem, p. 65, where he states that the last name in the Ottoboni codex is that of Alexan- 
der, and ibidem, p. 260, where he asserts that Constantine’s name is “in copies” of the elev- 
enth century. The lists in the manuscripts have been checked by Dr Sieswerda, see above note 
73. On the addition of the list in the Lorenzo manuscript and the fact that the list of emperors 
in Coislinianus 120 breaks off with Emperor Pertinax, see above note 110. 

121 Ed. JIMHEKOB, COopxuk [see note 112], i, pp. 721-725, see pp. 721 and 725. 
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fourth wife Zoe Karbonopsina, was born on 17/18 May 905 and crowned 
co-emperor in May 908. When Alexander died Constantine was only eight 
and Patriarch Nicholas I Mysticus of Constantinople (901-907, 912-925) 
was appointed regent but was replaced in that office in February or March 
914 by Zoe, who was in turn replaced as regentess in 919/20 by Romanus 
I Lecapenus (920-944), who had married his daughter Helen to Constantine 
in May 919. Since Zoe was regentess for Constantine VII Porphyrogenitus 
(908-959) only from February/March 914 to 919/20 the translation must 
have been made after February 914 and before Symeon’s death on 27 May 
927,12 

It is sometimes asserted that the Greek florilegium was compiled by 
Symeon or at his command.'”° In theory this is possible as it was compiled 
between 843 and 877/900 and Symeon was in Constantinople from c. 878- 
c. 886 but it beggars belief that he should have had the florilegium com- 
piled while he was in Constantinople but not have it translated until after 
he had assumed the title of tsar many years later in 913. If the florilegium 
was only compiled at the beginning of the tenth century Symeon could in 
theory have compiled it after his return to Bulgaria since the author of the 
eulogy refers to a large collection of books in his palace, viz. at the capital 
of Preslav, which must have included Greek manuscripts since the con- 
tents of the “Golden Stream” collection reveal that Symeon had access to 
many of the works of John Chrysostom which had not been translated. 
However, the eulogy does not support the theory that Symeon compiled 
the florilegium since the author — unlike the author of the preface to the 
“Golden Stream” collection — makes no mention of Symeon having com- 
piled it but only that the tsar had commanded it to be translated. It has also 
been suggested that although Symeon did not compile the florilegium he 
adapted its contents to Bulgarian requirements by omitting entries which 
he considered “unsuitable” .!7* This idea is, however, contradicted by the 


122 Not before 919/20 as it is uncertain whether the translator would have made an addi- 
tion to the list in the Greek manuscript which he was using for the translation. 

123 E.g. by II. [HMHTPOB, Oxo10 npeducaosuemo u Hazeanuemo Ha «3aamocmpyit», 
in Esuk u aumepamypa, 35, 2 (1980), p. 28; E. TEOPTHEB, K sonpocy o 6o3HuKHoeeHUU u 
cocmasumenax H36opnuka Cumeona-Ceamocaaea, uzeecmuozo no pykonucu 1073 2., in 
B. PbIBAKOB (pex.), H36opnukxk Ceamocaaea 1073 zoda. CoopHux cmameti, Mocxsa, 
1977, p. 271-272, and P. 3ATAHOBA, Kom cunmaxcuca Ha Cumeonogua COopHuK no npe- 
nuca om 1073 2., in Toduwnuxk na Coghuiickua yuueepcumem “Ce. Kaumenm Oxpudcku” . 
Hayuen yenmop 3a craaéeAno-eu3zanmuticku npoyueanua “Hean JTyiiuee”, 1 (1987 [u32. 
1990]), p. 284. This author himself formerly considered it “not entirely impossible”, see 
F. THOMSON, The Symeonic Florilegium — Problems of Its Origin, Content, Textology and 
Edition, together with an English Translation of the Eulogy of Tzar Symeon, in: Palaeobul- 
garica, 17, 1 (1993), p. 46. 

124 Thus K. KYEB, Apxeoepafcku 6eaeacku 3a pasnpocmpanenuemo na Cumeonosua 
(Ceemocaasoeun) cbopHuk e cmapume caasancku Aumepamypu, in CmapobsoazapcKa 
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textual evidence since all the Greek manuscripts — including the codices 
descripti — have at least minor differences with regard to their contents. 
Moreover, the contents of the Slavonic translation are almost identical to 
those of codex Parisinus Coislinianus 120 of the early tenth century so 
that there is no reason to believe that the minor differences between the 
contents of the translation and those of that Greek manuscript are other 
than Greek in origin.!? 

There nevertheless remains a problem, namely, that the author of the 
eulogy refers to the work that he has translated as “this most obscure book 
of Basil”, a phrase which scarcely fits the contents of the florilegium. At 
least four theories have been advanced in attempts to solve the problem. 
(1) The author mentions Basil because the latter was one of the greatest of 
the Fathers and “a giant of Christian thought”.!*° Basil was indeed a lead- 
ing Father but it is hardly a convincing explanation if only for the fact that 
the other two Cappadocian Fathers are also among the contributors to the 
florilegium. (2) The eulogy was not intended for a book by Basil but was 
merely a eulogy for some special occasion and was later copied into a man- 
uscript which just happened to be the florilegium.!*’ This is even more 
implausible in view of the fact that the author of the eulogy specifically 
refers to “this...book”’. (3) It was written by the early Bulgarian author 
John the Exarch (fl. early tenth century) for his Hexaemeron, which is 
largely based upon Basil of Caesarea’s Homiliae IX in Hexaemeron (CPG 
2835).!78 This too is unacceptable since the author of the eulogy specifi- 
cally states that he had been instructed to translate a specific work, whereas 
in the preface to his Hexaemeron John makes it quite clear that his Hexae- 
meron is not a translation but a compilation from various sources made by 
several people including himself.!? Moreover, the picture painted in the 


aumepamypa, 5 (1979), p. 41 (nepodhodjaSti). Unfortunately he did not explain what pre- 
cisely he meant by this. 

125 For a comparative table of the contents of the twenty-one Greek codices and those of 
the 1073 codex see BUBMKOB, /Zpomomun [see note 69], pp. 248-255. 

126 Thus K. Kyes, [Joxeanama na yap Cumeon — pekoncmpykyua u pa3zbop, in 
Cmapo6bsazapucmuxa, 10, 2 (1986), p. 20. 

127 Tt was suggested by M. CIIACOBA, Oye eed 3a noxeanama Ha yap Cumeon, in 
Boazapucmuunu npoyyeanua, 3 (1998), p. 45. The conjecture by A. JIbBoB, Mccazedoeanue 
Tloxeanvi eeaukomy KHA3IO Ceamocaaey u yapio Cumeony, in B. JIEMbAHOB - 
B. JIYBPOBHHA (pen.), Hcmopua pycckozo a3vixa. Uccaedoeanua u mexcmei, Mocxsa, 
1982, p 176, that the word “this” is an interpolation must be rejected since its omission 
would destroy the dodecasyllabic structure of the line. 

128 See 3. XAYIITOBA, JJoxeana yapro Cumeony, ee aemop u euzanmuticKue obpa3zypbl, in 
Cmapo6sazapcKa aumepamypa, 10 (1981), pp. 89-90. 

129 Ed. R. AITZETMULLER, Das Hexaemeron des Exarchen Johannes (Editiones monumen- 
torum slavicorum veteris dialecti), 7 vols, Graz, 1958-1975, i, p. 43: 

“These six homilies, my lord, we did not compose ourselves, (1) taking partly the very 
words from the Hexaemeron of St Basil and partly the ideas from it, (2) and also from John, 
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eulogy of Symeon expounding the ideas contained in the work to his nobles 
accords well with the practical advice on the Christian life in the florile- 
gium but not at all with the account of creation in the Hexaemeron. (4) The 
Greek codex used had belonged to the imperial library in Constantinople 
and in the phrase “this most obscure book of Basil” the term “obscure” 
means “not easily accessible” (!), while “of Basil” either refers to Empe- 
ror Basil I or is a scribal corruption or deliberate alteration of “basileus” in 
the sense of “imperial” .!°° This convoluted argumentation is clearly special 
pleading in favour of a totally unsubstantiated assumption that the Greek 
codex had come from the imperial library at Constantinople. 

The simplest explanation for the reference to “this most obscure book of 
Basil” is the fact that the titles of both the florilegium and of the first entry 
in it, viz. the excerpt of Basil of Caesarea’s Adversus Eunomium, are writ- 
ten together within the same frame. The seven lines of text within the frame 
read in translation: 


a collection from many fathers - interpreta- 
tions of obscure passages") - 
in the gospels and epistles™ - and in oth- 
er books - briefly compi- 
led - for memory and ready an- 
swer : °of saint basil from that (work) - 
against eunomius™ on the holy spirit.!?! 


“) The word sloves’h’ is ambiguous as it can also mean either “words” or “homilies”. 
@ In Slavonic apostolé includes Acts. 
6- In Slavonic this phrase reads: svjataago vasilia ot” togo eže na eunomia. 


(3) and other (ideas) from others, as we each have read at some time, and thus we have com- 
piled it”. 

(1) This is not pluralis majestatis since elsewhere in his preface John uses the first person 
singular, see ed. ibid., p. 5; (2) Or: from him.; (3) Viz. Severian of Gabala’s In mundi crea- 
tionem homiliae sex (CPG 4194), which are in many Greek codices ascribed to John Chrys- 
ostom. 

130 H, TAroBA, FOorcnocaaeanckume eaademeacku cbopHuyu e o2Aedaaomo Ha npaéo- 
ClagHUuA eaademen: KOoHYenyuama u Pyukyuama Ha CumeoHOsUuA COOopHUK, OMpaKeH 6 
H36opuuxa om 1073 2., in B. T¥O3EJIEB - A. MWJITEHOBA - P. CTAHKOBA (peg.), bezzapua 
u Cəpõua e KonMeKcma Ha euzaHmutickama yueuauzayua. COopHukK cmamuu om beazapo- 
cpebcKku cumno3uym 14-16 cenmemepu 2003, Codua, 2005, pp. 382-384. 

131 Tn codex 5/1082 of the Dormition monastery the text of the title on f. 7r is perfectly 
legible but in the 1073 codex it is now partly illegible, although more of it was still decipher- 
able in 1880 when a photolithographic edition was made, ed. IT. KApnos, M36opnux 
6enuKozo KHA3A Cesmocaaea 1073 2. (H3danue AmnepamopcKozo Oowecmea srobumeneti 
OpeeHeli nucbmenHocmu, 55), Cauxt-Iletep6ypr, 1880, pp. 1-532, see p. 7. The English 
translation is based on the edition in THOMSON, Florilegium [see note 74], p. 287, which takes 
the variants of several manuscripts into consideration. 
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The author of the eulogy seems not to have realized that the title of the 
florilegium ended with the word “answer” and took all of the text within the 
frame to form part of the title and therefore ascribed the book to Basil. 
Indeed, even if the titles were not in a frame in the archetype it could have 
been assumed that the two consecutive titles were in fact two parts of one 
and the same title. This, of course, implies that the author of the eulogy 
considered that St Basil (329/330-379) had compiled the collection, which at 
first sight seems to imply that he was not acquainted with its contents as it 
contains excerpts from writings by persons who lived centuries after Basil, 
to mention but Michael Syncellus (c. 760-846) and Patriarch Nicephorus I of 
Constantinople (806-815, + 828). There are, however, two possible explana- 
tions for this: either he was indeed not personally acquainted with the con- 
tents and his statement that he had been instructed by Symeon to translate 
the book is to be understood in the sense that he had been commanded to 
have it translated and had entrusted the actual work to others,!*? or else, if he 
was acquainted with the contents and had translated them, he considered that 
the catenary nature of the collection, like that of many florilegia, meant that 
later additions had been made to the original Basilian contents. Be that as it 
may, there is no evidence to support a claim that the association of the trans- 
lation with Symeon is unhistorical since the Greek codex used for the trans- 
lation was copied between 914 and 919/920 and Symeon only died in 927. 

The claim that the florilegium is “an encyclopaedia of contemporary Byz- 
antine learning” is an exaggeration!’ since it is clearly addressed to ordinary 
clergy and literate laity and can thus only be called an encyclopaedia in the 
sense of being “Everyman’s Encyclopaedia of the Christian Faith and Life” 
and as such the contents of the florilegium were eminently suited to the needs 
not only of the newly converted Bulgarians but also of all the other South and 
East Slav peoples who were subsequently converted. It has rightly been sta- 
ted that the Pseudo-Anastasian collection “is an especially important work 
for cultural history and gives a profound insight into the ‘popular theology’ 
of the time, which has unfortunately not as yet been fully exploited.” !*4 


132 The causative use of the active voice is common in Slavonic and hence SIESWERDA, 
Latnpios [see note 75], p. 326, is incorrect in concluding that “the author of the eulogy is 
not, as he pretends to be, the translator”. 

133 The claim was made by K. KVEB, Cumeonoeuam cOopnuk u Hezoeume nomomyu, in 
Toduwnux na Copuŭckua yHueepcumem. ®akyamem no caaeancku gusonozuu, 67, 2 
(1972 [u3q. 1974]), p. 5, who elsewhere talked of “a florilegium reflecting the entire contem- 
porary Byzantine dogmatic, moral, humanist, legal, cultural, literary-theoretical etc. thought” 
(!), see IDEM, Hoaea u pasnpocmpanenue Ha Cumeonoeun cbopnux, in II. JMHEKOB (ped.), 
Cumeonoe c6opHuk (no Ceemocaasoeua npenuc om 1073 2.), vol. 1, Cod@usa, 1991, p. 34. 

134 Beck, Kirche [see note 69], p. 444: “ein kulturgeschichtlich besonders wichtiges, lei- 
der noch nicht ausgeschdpftes Werk, das eine tiefe Einsicht in die ‘Volkstheologie’ der Zeit 
bietet”. This statement made in 1959 is unfortunately still true today. 
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Symeon had instructed the translator to preserve the ideas of the original 
while changing the language, which the translator(s) did by keeping close 
to the Greek even in word order. Since the underlying Greek text is stylis- 
tically fairly simple the closeness of the Slavonic to it does not affect the 
comprehensibility except in two specific entries. The first appendix based 
on Theodore of Raithu’s Praeparatio and John of Damascus’ Dialectica 
contains definitions of philosophical concepts and the translation is obscure 
because Slavonic did not yet have a stable philosophical terminology and 
hence the same Greek term was often rendered by more than one Slavonic 
term, e.g. Sptopoc not only by razlucenije and ot” lucenije but also by 
ustav” , while on the other hand more than one Greek term was rendered by 
the same Slavonic one, e.g. both ovotaoic and oto1yetov by s” stav”. It 
is, however, the fourth appendix, George Choiroboscus’ short treatise 
explaining twenty-seven figures of speech, which is not merely obscure but 
in places totally incomprehensible. The terminology is confusing since not 
merely are some terms mistranslated, e.g. EmavaAnywic, repetition, by 
porecenije, which implies that the translator understood éxiAnwic, repri- 
mand, but because once again the same term is sometimes used to render 
two Greek terms, e.g. mapddetyywa and éniOetov by prilog”, and two 
Slavonic terms are used for the same Greek term, e.g. s” vratoslovije and 
okrugoslovije to render nepi@paotc. It is scarcely surprising that there is 
no trace of the slightest influence of George Choiroboscus’ treatise on any 
Slav work and claims to the contrary have rightly been rejected as “totally 
nonsensical” .!35 With these two exceptions the translation is on the whole 
comprehensible. 

That the translation did indeed play a significant role throughout the Slav 
world in the teaching of the faith is proved by its wide distribution.!°° The 
twenty-seven complete copies can be divided into three redactions. All the 


135 See R. Marti, Review of AVENARIUS, Kultur, in Géttingische Gelehrte Anzeigen, 
254 (2002), p. 86: “völlig unsinnig”, made with regard to the claim to the contrary by 
A. AVENARIUS, Die byzantinische Kultur und die Slaven. Zum Problem der Rezeption und 
Transformation (6. bis 12. Jahrhundert) (Veréffentlichungen des Instituts fiir Osterreichi- 
sche Geschichtsforschung, 35), Vienna, 2000, p. 202. There are certain similarities between 
the rhetorical terminology of George Choiroboscus’ treatise and that of the translator of the 
works of Dionysius the Areopagite, Isaiah of Serrai, in the second half of the fourteenth 
century, see S. FAHL, D. FAHL and J. HARNEY, Das nicht Aussagbare in eine nicht vorhan- 
dene Sprache iibersetzen. Beobachtungen am Ubersetzerautograph des Starec Isaiah, in 
H. GoLTZ - G. PROCHOROV (eds), Das Corpus des Dionysios Areiopagites in der slavischen 
Ubersetzung von Starec Isaija (14. Jahrhundert), Band 5 (Monumenta linguae slavicae 
dialecti veteris Fontes et Dissertationes, 61), Freiburg im Breisgau, 2013, pp. 428-431. It 
is not, however, causal but coincidental. 

136 The best surveys of the many manuscripts are those by KvEB, C6opnux [see note 133], 
pp. 1-48, and IDEM, /7o#ea [see note 133], pp. 34-98. 
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manuscripts of the complete redaction with all the entries are East Slav 
except for one seventeenth-century Moldavian codex.!?’ However, the text 
of the £pwtanoKpiosetc in this redaction has the peculiarity that four brief 
passages taken from the earliest Slavonic translation of Gregory of Nazian- 
zus’ Oratio XL. In sanctum baptisma (CPG 3010, § 40; BHG 1947g) are 
found interpolated into the answer to Q 20.138 The South Slav redaction is 
found in two Serbian manuscripts of the fourteenth century, codex Hilan- 
daricus 382 and codex 72 in the collection of the Rumanian Academy, and 
one Wallachian of the sixteenth, codex 310 in the same collection. This 
redaction has preserved an excellent text of the €pmtanoKpioetc without 
the interpolation and also has all of the appendices but the ten prefaces have 
been replaced by nine completely different ones.!*? The third, short redac- 
tion is found in three late East Slav manuscripts, the earliest of which is 
fifteenth-century codex 6 in the collection of Count Nikolay Rumyantsev, 
now in the State Library of Russia, Moscow. It too has an excellent text of 
the EpwmtanoxKpiostc not only without the interpolation of the four passages 
from the Slavonic translation of Gregory of Nazianzus’ Oratio XL but also 
with many readings that are better than those in the 1073 codex, although it 
has one major omission, viz. the ending of R 66 to the beginning of R 70, 
and three minor ones, viz. passages in RR 1, 15 and 69. It also omits all the 
prefaces and only preserves five of the appendices, viz. 1 and 6-9.1% 


137 Codex 757 in the collection of Count Aleksey Uvarov, now in the State History 
Museum, Moscow, which has only preserved the text from the ending of R 22 to the begin- 
ning of appendix 21; on the manuscript see H. JIEBOUKMH, Yeapoeckuŭ cnucok H3bopnuxa 
1073 200a, in Cosemckoe caaeanoeedenue, 5 (1982), pp. 91-94, and KYEB, oaea [see note 
133], pp. 86-88. 

138 Ed. JIMHEKOB, COopnux [see note 112], i, pp. 436-440; on this see M. CrACoBA, 
Omkocume om Caoea na Ce. I pueopuŭ Bozocaoe e Cumeonoeuan c6opnuk (no npenuca om 
1073 2.). Tekcmoaoeuunu u aeKcukaanu npobsemu, in K. TIOMKOHCTAHTHHOB (ped.), 
TTaneo6bankanucmuxama u cmapobesszapucmuxama. TTepeu ecennu HayuoHaAHu uemeHun 
“TIpogeccop Hean Teav606, Bezmko ThpHoso, 1995, pp. 43-78, with an edition of the 
excerpts, see ibidem pp. 46-50, 52-58. For the originals see in this order PG 36, 375-377, 
373, 373 and 383-385. 

139 On the Hilandar manuscript see K. MBAHOBA, 3a XuszendapcKua npenuc na nopeua 
Cumeonoe c6opHuK, in CmapobsszapcKa aumepamypa, 5 (1979), pp. 57-96; on the two in 
the Rumanian Academy see I. MMXAMJIA, Cnucku cbopxuxa yapa Cumeona 6 6ubauomeKke 
Pymbiuckou axademuu, in Cmapo6sszapucmuxa, 11, 3 (1987), pp. 3-20 and IDEM, Hee 
Konuu Cumeonoea cbopHuKa 6 6ubsuomeKke PymobincKou akademuu, in F. JAKOPIN (red.), 
Slovansko jezikoslovje. Nahtigalov zbornik. Prispevki z mednarodnega simpozija v Ljubljani, 
30 junija-2 julija 1977, Ljubljana, 1977, pp. 255-280. The new prefaces need not be listed 
here. 

140 On the manuscript see A. BOCTOKOB, Onucanue pyccKux u caosencKkux pykonuceŭ 
Pymanyoeckozo My3eyma, Cankrnerepõypr, 1842, pp. 9-10; JI. TPA3ŢHA - H. I[EP5AYEBA, 
K mexcmoaoezuu H36opnuka 1073 200a. (IIo pykonucam Tocyðapcmeennoŭ bubsuomexu 
CCCP umenu B. H. JIenuna), in B. PbIBAKOB (pexn.), H36opnux Ceamocaaea 1073 zoda. 
C6opnux cmameŭ, Mocxsa, 1977, pp. 60-61, 66-67, 72-84; KYEB, Hoaea [see note 133], 
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Besides the 27 manuscripts so far traced, the indirect tradition of the 
florilegium is very great indeed and there are numerous minor collections 
of Pseudo-Anastasian QQ. In many cases, as is to be expected, the QQ are 
found together with QQ from other collections and sometimes also with 
genuine Anastasian QQ not found in the collection of 88 Pseudo-Anasta- 
sian QQ in the florilegium.'*! Thus the collection of €p@tanoxKpioetc in 
the codex of 1076, which is the earliest witness to the translation of the 
Athanasian QQ, also contains fourteen QQ ascribed to Anastasius, only 
three of which have been taken from the florilegium, viz. QQ 1, 5, and 
14.142 Four of the others are genuine Anastasian questions, viz. QQ 6, 30, 
34 and 59,'* and six are among those which are probably by Anastasius, 
viz. QQ app. 5, 4, 16, 8, 9 and 14 in that order,! while one is a hitherto 
untraced variant of Q 41 which ends with almost all of another variant of 
that question, viz. Q app. 10a.'*> The fact that these last seven QQ form one 
series at the end of the collection in the 1076 codex gives reason to believe 
that there was an early translation of an even larger collection of them since 
fourteen QQ added to the Russian nomocanon in the sixteenth century 
include not only all seven but also two more, viz. QQ app. 6 and 7.1% 
Moreover, sixteenth-century codex 119 of the monastery of St Nicholas at 
Mel’tsy, which has many entries taken from the same source as the 1076 
codex, contains another two, Q app. 3 and the beginning of Q app. 18.14 


pp. 45-50; MASING, Studien [see note 113], pp. 389-395. R is used as the abbreviation for 
Responsio. 

141 Tt should be noted that since the Greek collection of 88 QQ has not been published, the 
numbering of the QQ in the collection of 154 QQ is still used by scholars for reference pur- 
poses with regard to the entries in the collection of 88. 

142 Ed. MylIMHCKAS - MMIIMHA - TOJIbIMIEHKO, M36opxux [see note 12], i, pp. 492- 
496, 559-565 and 565-568. On the 1076 florilegium see above note 12. 

143 The Slavonic ed. ibidem, pp. 496-505, 518-526, 535-536 and 538-540; for the Greek 
originals see RICHARD - MUNITIZ, Anastasii [see note 68], pp. 12-14, 80-82, 86 and 110. 

144 The Slavonic ed. op. cit., pp. 586-608; the Greek ed. op. cit., pp. 175, 174, 191, 178, 
179 and 189-190. 

145 The Slavonic ed. op cit., pp. 568-586; the Greek texts of Q 41 and Q app. 10a ed. op. 
cit., pp. 93-95 and 180-183. 

146 They are in the editio princeps of the nomocanon published at Moscow in 1650, ff. 
622v-633v, and all subsequent editions. For an edition of QQ app. 6 and 7 with the Greek 
originals see XK. XKOAHHE, Hexomopoie Heu3z0aHHble unu 3a6bimbie MeKcMbI-UuCMOUYHUKU 
H36opnuxa 1076 2. u Kopmuet knuzu, in Tpydvt Omdenra ðpeenepycckoŭ Aumepamypol, 46 
(1993), pp. 226-228. 

47 Ed. Y. @MEEP, Kanaxnu H3B0PbNHK 3A BASNMTANHE KANAPTHKHNA, 2 vols, Bezmko 
TppHoso, 2008, ii, pp. 216-218; on the manuscript see IDEM, Meueyxuti cõopnuk u ucmopua 
OpesHeborzapcKou Aumepamypol, in Cmapobsazapucmuxa, 6, 3 (1982), pp. 154-165; for 
the Greek originals see RICHARD - MUNITIZ, Anastasii [see note 68], pp. 173 and 196-197. 
The monastery’s collection is now in the Ukrainian National Library, Kiev. 
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To list the many examples of QQ of the Pseudo-Anastasian collection of 
88 found in manuscripts over the centuries would be virtually impossible 
since the number can be as little as one or two, e.g. Q 8 is found in the 
Trinity Laura florilegium of the late twelfth or early thirteenth century 
which has six Athanasian QQ,!48 while Q 3 is found appended to the fourth 
century of Maximus Confessor’s Capita de caritate (CPG 7693) in the fif- 
teenth-century codex 644 in the collection of the Russian Synod!” and QQ 
44 and 48 are found as entries in a sixteenth-century florilegium, codex 
10/262 of the Lithuanian Academy at Vilnius.!°° Many such selections like 
that in the 1076 codex contain both Athanasian and Pseudo-Anastasian QQ, 
to give but two examples: one of the appendices to a thirteenth-century 
East Slav patericon is a collection of 11 QQ, the first and last of which are 
Pseudo-Anastasian, viz. 64 and 22, but the remainder Athanasian in the 
order 19-20, 22, 25-26, 32-35,!5! while codex Vindobonensis Slavicus 125, 
a Serbian florilegium of the sixteenth century, has a collection of 13 QQ, 
five Pseudo-Anastasian and eight Athanasian.!°? Sometimes QQ from both 
collections were interpolated into other erotapocritic collections, to give 
but one example: the collection of 70 Epwtanoxpioetc of Theodoret of 
Cyrrhus’ Quaestiones in Octateuchum in fact contains five which are not 
his, viz. Q 64 is Pseudo-Anastasian Q 40 in the florilegium translation,!>? 
while QQ 28-29, 33 and 69 are Athanasian, viz. QQ 60, 62, 61 and 66 
respectively. !*4 

If the minor passages appended to the Pseudo-Anastasian answers in the 
florilegium are also taken into consideration the influence of the translation 


148 Ed. POPOVSKI - THOMSON - VEDER, Sbornik [see note 27], pp. 47-48; on the florilegium 
see above note 27. 

149 On the codex, now in the State History Museum, Moscow, see [OPCKMM - HEBOCTPYEB, 
Onucanue [see note 35], ii, 2, pp. 283-287, for Q 3 see p. 284. Incidentally, one of the appendi- 
ces to Pseudo-Anastasian R 5 consists of four passages taken from Maximus’ Capita and one, 
the second, taken from his Quaestiones, interrogationes et dubia (CPG 7689), ed. J(MHEKOB, 
Co6opuuk [see note 112], i, p. 310-312; for the originals see PG 90, cols 1040, 789, 1005-1008, 
993 and 1021. 

150 On the codex see ®. JIOBPAHCKUM, Onucanue pykonuceŭ BuaencKou TTy6auunou 
Bu6auomexu, yepkoeno-caaeancKkux u pycckux, BustbHa, 1882, pp. 441-447, see p. 444. 

151 Tt is in Codex Scaligeri 74 in Leyden University Library; for a facsimile edition with 
transcription of the manuscript see W. VEDER, The Scaliger Paterikon Accompanied by Four 
Earlier Studies, 3 vols (Early Slavic Texts, 1, 1-3), Zug, 1976-1981, ii, ff. 1v-200r; for the 
collection see ff. 149v-153v. 

152 On the codex see AUMMHPCKHĂ, Onucanue [see note 23], pp. 225-229, and 
BIRKFELLNER, Handschriften [see note 36], pp. 220-224; for the collection on ff. 339v-352r 
see pp. 228 and 224 respectively 

153 Theodoret, ed. UCTPMH, Jameuanua [see note 31], pp. 83-95, cf. p. 95, and the flori- 
legium, ed. JMHEKOB, C6opuuk [see note 112], i, p. 496. 

154 Theodoret, ed. ACTPHH, 3ameuanus [see note 31], pp. 87, 88 and 95, cf. Athanasius, 
ed. KYEB, Hean [see note 21], p. 263. 
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is truly enormous since they are found in hundreds of manuscripts. The 
1076 codex has several, to give but four examples: the first part of the 
excerpt from John Chrysostom’s Homilia in dimissionem Chananaeae 
(CPG 4529) and all of the excerpt of Nilus of Ancyra’s Ad Agathiam mona- 
chum Peristeria (CPG 6047) appended to R 2 are on ff. 234r-v and 
23 1r-233r; '>° the excerpt from John Chrysostom’s Homilia XXXIV in evan- 
gelium Johannis (CPG 4425, § 34) appended to R 6 is on ff. 241v-243r;!°° 
the passage from John Climacus’ Scala paradisi (CPG 7852) appended to 
R 13 is found on ff. 249r-250v, where it has wrongly been ascribed to John 
Chrysostom.!>’ This last excerpt illustrates another phenomenon: many 
such short passages were included in the synaxarium and are thus in liter- 
ally hundreds of manuscripts as well as in all printed editions of the synax- 
arium, the editio princeps of which was published at Moscow in 1643, this 
particular excerpt being found as an anonymous entry for 25" of June under 
the title “Homily about a Layman”.!°8 However, not all of the excerpts in 
the synaxarium are in the florilegium translation: thus, for example, the 
abridged version of R 17 found as an entry for 28" of April entitled ““Hom- 
ily about Divine Punishments and Wars and Famines”’ is correctly ascribed 
to Anastasius but is in a different translation which is already found in 
synaxaria of the thirteenth century.!°? Some of the appendices to the answers 
include excerpts from another erotapocritic collection since there are at 
least nine excerpts from the Basilian rules, one from the Regulae fusius 


155 Cf. the 1073 manuscript, where they are on ff. 35r and 35r-v, ed. JJMHEKOB, CO6opxuk 
[see note 112], i, pp. 265 and 265-266, and the 1076 manuscript, ed. MYIIMHCKAA - 
MUIIMHA - OJIBIMIEHKO, M36o0puukx [see note 12], i, pp. 623-625 and 617-620; for the texts 
in the florilegium see PG 89, cols 348-349 and 349-352, for the originals see PG 52, col. 453, 
and 79, col. 829. 

156 Cf. the 1073 manuscript, where it is on f. 48v, ed. JMHEKOB, C6opnuk [see note 112], 
i, p. 292, and the 1076 manuscript, ed. MYMIMHCKAA - MMMIMHA - TOJIBIMEHKO, M360pnuK 
[see note 12], i, pp. 638-639; for the text in the florilegium see PG 89, col. 380, for the 
original see PG 59, col. 196. 

157 Cf. the 1073 manuscript, where it is on f. 93r, ed. JMHEKOB, C6opnuk [see note 112], 
i, p. 381, and the 1076 manuscript, ed. MYMIMHCKAA - MUMIMIMHA - [OJIBIMEHKO, M360pnuk 
[see note 12], i, pp. 654-656; for the text in the florilegium see PG 89, cols 469-471, for the 
original see PG 88, col. 640-641. 

158 Tn this form it was also included under the date of 25 June in the Macarian menolo- 
gium, see Hoco, Oznaenenue [see note 39], ii, col. 243. The June volume of the menolo- 
gium has not yet been published. 

159 Tt too is found in the Macarian menologium under the date of 28 April, ed. 
C. CEBEPbAHOB, Benauxue Muneu Yemuu, cobpanuoele ecepoccuiickum Mumponozumom 
Makapuem, Anpeav, Mocxsa, 1916, cols 1121-1122. For a bibliography of early manu- 
scripts see H. HAKONBCKHUM, Mamepuaasi daa noepemenHozo cnucka pyccKux nuca- 
meneŭ u ux couunenuu (X-XI ee.), Canxt-Iletep6ypr, 1906, p. 171, n. 2. 
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tractatae (F) and eight from the Regulae brevius tractatae.'!© The phrase 
“at least” is warranted because there are six more excerpts the source of 
which is specified in the Pseudo-Anastasian appendices as being the Regu- 
lae but which are not found in the published recensio vulgata: in RR 9, 12, 
14 and 17 the source is specified as the Regulae fusius tractatae, in RR 60 
and 63 it is not specified and is presumably the Regulae brevius tracta- 
tae.'°! 

The erotapocritic Dialogus inter S. Basilium et S. Gregorium Theologum, 
the sixth of the appendices to the Pseudo-Anastasian QQ in the Symeonic 
florilegium, is also found separately in two abridged recensions.'®* An East 
Slav florilegium of the late fifteenth or early sixteenth century, codex 682 
in the collection of the Russian Synod, now in the State History Museum, 
Moscow, on ff. 167v-171v contains only 13 of the 23 QQ, viz. 1-9, 18, 
21-23, some of which are considerably abridged, although to the ending of 
R 23 (how the angels who visited Abraham and how Our Lord after His 
resurrection could eat) has been appended a passage on angels, much of 
which consists of a series of four brief excerpts from the beginning of the 
Paleja tolkovaja, an anti-Jewish polemical commentary on passages of the 
Old Testament, probably compiled in Russia in the thirteenth century, after 
which in codex 682 follow six Athanasian QQ, viz. 108-112 and 114.16 


160 Since neither the Pseudo-Anastasian collection of 88 QQ nor the Studite recension of 
the Regulae has been published these are the numbers in the Migne editions, viz. for the 
Regulae PG 31, cols 889 — 1052 (F) and 1052-1305 (B), and for Pseudo-Anastasius PG 89, 
cols 312-824: 1. R 18 from F 55, cf. PG 89, col. 465, and 31, cols 1049-1052; 2. R 1 from 
B 283, cf. PG 89, cols 338-339, and 31, col 1281; 3. R 6 from B 229, 288, 287 and 1, in that 
order, cf. PG 89, cols 373-377, and 31, cols 1236, 1284-1285, 1233, 376-377; 4. R 9 from 
B 81, cf. PG 89, cols 429-432, and 31, col. 1140; 5. R 61 from B 261, cf. PG 89, col. 645, 
and 31, col. 1260; 6. R 67 from B 64, cf. PG 89, cols 692-693, and 31, cols 1125-1128; 7. 
although it is not specified as Basilian in Greek in R 70 the passage is from B 164, cf. PG 89, 
col. 696, and 31, 1189 and 1189-1192; 8. R 128 from B 273 and 62, cf. PG 89, col. 781, and 
31, cols 1252 and 1124; 9. R 147 from B 273, cf. PG 89, col. 801, and 31, col. 1272. 

161 See PG 95, cols 417-420 (R 9), 452-456 (R 12), 465 (R 14), 496 (R 17), 642-645 
(R 60) and 657-660 (R 63). 

162 On the Slavonic translation of the Dialogus see A. MMJITEHOBA, Erotapokriseis. 
Couunenua om Kpamku 6enpocu u omzoseopu e cmapobseapckama aumepamypa, Cogua, 
2004, pp. 151-160. 

163 For an edition of the texts of Dialogus in the 1073 codex and the Synodal florilegium 
in parallel see A. ADXAHTEJIBCKMH, Teopenua Omyoe LlepKeu e Opeene-pyccKou nucomen- 
Hocmu. H3eneuenua u3 pyKonucett u onbimol UcmopuKo-szumepamypHolx uzyyenuu, 4 vols, 
Ka3au, 1889-1890, i-ii, pp. 93-97; for the passages in the Paleja tolkovaja see the edition by 
A. KAMYATHOB, Toakoeaa nanea, Mocxsa, 2002, pp. 13-525, see pp. 15-18. The origin of 
the Paleja tolkovaja is much disputed and cannot be examined here. The six Athanasian 
questions are listed by [OPCKMM - HEBOCTPYEB, Onucanue [see note 35], ii, 3, p. 739, but 
are not related to the theme of angels: QQ 108-110 are on the Antichrist, 111-112 on heretics 
and 114 is the old favourite: how will a drowned man eaten by fishes, the fishes by men and 
the men by lions be bodily resurrected? 
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A second abridgment is found on ff. 376v-389v of sixteenth-century codex 
204 in the collection of Count Nikolay Rumyantsev, now in the State 
Library of Russia, Moscow, where it is again followed by two passages 
on angels, the second of which is a different excerpt from the Paleja tolk- 
ovaja.'% 

A second, abridged translation of the florilegium called the “Book of 
Salvation”, BiBAOc owtNnptoc, was made in the fourteenth century but it 
can scarcely have had much influence since only two manuscripts have 
been traced, one of which was destroyed in the Second World War.'® The 
surviving manuscript of the second quarter of the fifteenth century is 
codex Wuk 45 in the German State Library, Berlin, where the translation 
is on ff. 1r-191r.!© The orthography of the codex is Serbian but the text 
reveals traces of having been copied at some stage from a Bulgarian man- 
uscript. The translation only contains two of the prefaces, viz. 8 and 9. 
The Pseudo-Anastasian €p@tanoKptiostc follow on ff. 6r-174r and have 
two main characteristics: firstly, QQ 38-39, 43-45, 63, 78-80 and 86 are 
missing; secondly, the order is QQ 1-17, app. 1;! Q 18, app. 1-Q 21, 
app. 4; QQ 17, app. 2-R 18; QQ 22-88. This order cannot be the result of 
copying an exemplar with its folia in muddled order since the breaks in 


164 Unfortunately the text of the Dialogus in this manuscript has not been edited, nor has 
it been described in any detail, see BOCTOKOB, Onucanue [see note 140], pp. 260-264 
(wrongly numbered pp. 270-274), especially p. 261, and APXAHTEJIBCKMM, Teopenua [see 
note 163], i-ii, p. 129, who claims that the first of the two appended passages “apparently” 
comes from Dionysius Areopagita’s De coelesti hierarchia, MYJITEHOBA, Erotapokriseis 
[see note 162], p. 160, claims that it is from Dionysius but her claim is based on a misreading 
of what Archangel’sky actually wrote and requires substantiation. 

165 Tt was a Serb manuscript of the fifteenth century, codex 33 in the Serbian National 
Library, Belgrade, which was destroyed by bombs in the night of 6-7 April 1941. The ending 
of the manuscript was missing and it only contained the two prefaces and QQ 1-21 in the 
same order as in the surviving manuscript; on the codex see Jb. CTOJAHOBMh, Pyxonucu u 
cmape wmamnanu Kucu (Kamanoz Hapodue Bubsuomexe y beoepady, 4), beorpag, 
1903, pp. 305-306, and C. MATHA, Onuc pyxonuca Hapodne Bbubsuomexe (Iloce6ua 
u3z0area Cpncke Axademuje Hayxa, 191), beorpag, 1952, pp. 258-262, cf. M. BorqAHOBMA, 
Hueenmap hupuackux pyxonuca y Jyzocaaeuju (XI-XVII eeka) (360pHuk 3a ucmopujy, 
je3uK u Krouscesnocm, 1 OTtnememe, 31), beorpag, 1982, p. 196, Ne R 116. On the title 
BiBAOs cætńpiog see above note 75. 

166 The rest of the codex, viz. ff. 191r-467v, consists of a miscellany unrelated to the 
florilegium, the first entry of which is Theophanes Cerameus of Taormina’s Homilia LX. In 
illa verba: ‘Intravit Jesus in quoddam castellum’. Dicta est in festo dormitionis sanctissimae 
Virginis Deiparae (BHG 1161). On the codex see B. LIOHEB, Caasancku poKkonucu 6 
Bepaunckama dspscaena 6ubsuomexa, in C6oprux na beazapcKama akaðemua Ha 
HayKume, 31 (1937), pp. 54-78; AWMMUPCKMU, Onucanue [see note 23], i, pp. 433-443, and 
E. MATTHES, Katalog der slavischen Handschriften in Bibliotheken der Bundesrepublik 
Deutschland, Wiesbaden, 1990, pp. 49-54. 

167 The term ‘appendix’ here applies to the mostly short Biblical and patristic passages 
appended to the Pseudo-Anastasian anwers in support of the arguments. 
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the middle of the folia are between and not within the appendices and 
there is no textual loss or confusion within the texts themselves. For the 
Same reason the order cannot be the result of the translation having been 
made from a Greek codex with its folia in muddled order. The Pseu- 
do-Anastasian corpus is followed on ff. 174r-191r by appendices 1 (only 
the beginning), 5, 7-12, 16 and 19-22.!68 Since none of the omissions 
were the result of copying a defective text the abridgment must have been 
deliberate. 

The main impression made by the omissions is that the abridger was 
interested not so much in dogmatic theology or history as in practical 
advice on Christian belief and behaviour. Thus the first seven prefaces on 
the doctrine of the Trinity and the two natures of Christ were omitted but 
the eighth devoted to the fact that God is apprehended by faith and not 
reason was retained, as was the ninth, Michael Syncellus’ Libellus de fide 
orthodoxa, which is a statement of what a Christian must believe with no 
discussion of the doctrines themselves. The tenth preface on the heresies 
condemned by Oecumenical Councils was of no immediate interest and 
hence omitted. In similar fashion most of the first appendix and all of the 
second and third with their definitions of philosophical terms used in dog- 
matic theology were omitted as well as the explanation of figures of speech 
in the fourth. The fifth appendix on the reason why Christ is called both 
lion and lamb was presumably retained for reasons of general interest, 
although the retention of the seventh, eighth and ninth appendices devoted 
to the Trinity would seem to be out of keeping with the abridger’s general 
approach to his work. The tenth and eleventh appendices as well as the 
first half of the twelfth dealing with the chronology of Christ’s earthly life 
were retained but not the second half of the twelfth or the thirteenth on the 
same subject. The fourteenth on the zodiac and the fifteenth with the 
names of the months in five languages were omitted, while the retention of 
the sixteenth appendix with the Decalogue corresponds to his retention of 
Michael Syncellus’ Libellus as a simple statement about what a Christian 
must or must not do. That he should omit the seventeenth and eighteenth 
appendices with their lists of canonical books is explained by the fact that 


168 For a detailed comparison of the two translations see F. THOMSON, A Comparison of the 
Contents of the Two Translations of the Symeonic Florilegium on the Basis of the Greek Orig- 
inal Texts, in Kupuao-Memooueecku cmyouu, 17 (2007), pp. 724-751; for an edition of the 
two translations of Q 23 on the basis of the 1073 codex and codex Wuk 45 see IDEM, An Edition 
and Comparison of Question XXIII of Anastasius Sinaita’s Interrogationes et responsiones in 
the Two Translations of the Symeonic Florilegium, in JI. TACEBA (peq.), Muozoxpamnume 
npesoou 6 IOICHOCAABAHCKOMO cpedueekosue. JToKradu om MescdyHapodHama Kongepenyua 
Cogua, 7-9 rau 2005, Codua, 2006, pp. 117-120. 
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the nineteenth lists both canonical and apocryphal books. He retained the 
twentieth to twenty-second appendices with the lists of prophets from 
Adam to Christ but not the twenty-third with the names of the seventy 
apostles. The fact that the translation does not contain any of the three 
appended lists of patriarchs, kings and emperors is probably because the 
Greek manuscript which the abridger was using did not contain them, 
which perhaps also applies to QQ 38-39 since part of Q 38 and all of Q 39 
are missing in two Greek manuscripts.!© There is, however, no obvious 
reason for the omission of QQ 43-45, 63, 78-80 and 86. Whether the 
abridgment was found in the Greek codex used for the translation or was 
made by the translator must remain an open question. Certainly no Greek 
codex of the florilegium so far traced has contents similar to those of the 
second translation. 

The fourteenth century also saw the translation of a large collection of 
genuine Anastasian questions but the number of them varies so much in the 
manuscripts, which have not as yet been adequately described, let alone 
examined, that it is impossible to state how many questions were translat- 
ed.!7° The earliest manuscript with a reasonable number is the same florile- 
gium copied in 1348 for Tsar John Alexander which has the collection of 
128 Athanasian QQ. On ff. 160v-182r it has twenty-nine Anastasian QQ in 
the order 8, 11-12, 15, 18, 25, 98, 33-34, 6, 29-30, 41, 43, 45-46, 48, 51, 
92-96, 99-100, 20, 23, 59 and 101.!”7! The same collection is found in an 
East Slav manuscript of the late sixteenth or early seventeenth century.!” 
The order of the QQ in the Greek original is unsystematic and the order in 
this collection is no exception. It also illustrates the fact that many erotapo- 
critic collections contain the same questions although in variant forms and 
sometimes with differing answers: no less than 19 of the 29 genuine QQ in 
this collection were already available in another form in Slavonic transla- 
tion. Its contents are as follows: 


169 Viz. codex Parisinus graecus 922 of the eleventh century and codex Escorialensis 
graecus R III 2 of the fourteenth century; on the former see H. OMONT, Inventaire sommaire 
des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothéque Nationale, 4 vols, Paris, 1886-1898, i, pp. 176-177, 
and BHBHKOB, /Ipomomun [see note 69], pp. 69-73, on the latter, which is a codex descrip- 
tus of the former, see A. REVILLA, Catálogo de los Cédices Griegos de la Biblioteca de 
El Escorial, vol. 1, Madrid, 1936, pp. 141-150, and BHBEHKOB, JZpomomun [see note 69], 
pp. 88-90. 

170 The list of 45 manuscripts given by KvEB, Mean [see note 21], pp. 294-304, is unreli- 
able as it includes manuscripts with QQ of the first translation of the florilegium, e.g. Ne 21, 
22 and 34, not to mention the two manuscripts of the second translation, NeNe 5 and 7. 

171 Ed. Kyes, Mean [see note 21], pp. 304-321. 

172 Codex 1498 in the collection of Yelpidifor Barsov, now in the State History Museum, 
Moscow, see ibidem, pp. 300-301. The manuscript has not been described and Kuev vaguely 
states that some of the QQ are missing because the manuscript is defective. 
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Q 8 with an exegesis of Acts 10:35 on the fear of God, cf. Athanasian Q 101; 

Q 11 on reparation for sin, cf. Athanasian Q 84; 

Q 12 on the age from which an act can be considered a sin, cf. Timothy of 
Alexandria’s Responsa canonica 18; 

Q 15 on whether day preceded night in creation, which involves the question 
whether Christ rose from the dead on the Sabbath, cf. Athanasian Q 53; 

Q 18 on spiritual dereliction, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 9; 

Q 25 on fornication, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 8; 

Q 98 on the use of the ephod for judgement [Exodus 28:6-12, 30], cf. Pseu- 
do-Anastasian Q 40; 

Q 33 on the fate of a frequent sinner, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 3; 

Q 34 on whether the Devil is the cause of sin; 

Q 6 on the worship of God in spirit and truth [John 4:24], cf. Pseudo-Anastasian 
Q 2; 

Q 29 on sudden death, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 18; 

Q 30 on whether sudden death is the Devil’s work, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 18; 

Q 41 on the frequency of communion, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 7; 

Q 43 on whether an executed murderer is forgiven; 

Q 45 on whether wealth is from God [Haggai 2:8], cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 11; 

Q 46 on condemnation for disobedience to God, cf. Timothy’s Responsa canon- 
ica 17; 

Q 48 on the ways to salvation; 

Q 51 on fasting, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 74 (64); 1° 

Q 92 with an exegesis of 1 Corinthians 13:3 on love; 

Q 93 on whether the fire in 1 Corinthians 3:15 means hell; 

Q 94 on whether the life of the world has a fixed span; 

Q 95 with an exegesis of 1 Corinthians 15:28 on the subjection of the Son to the 
Father; 

Q 96 with an exegesis of Matthew 5:29 on plucking out an offensive eye, cf. 
Pseudo-Anastasian Q 70 (60); 

Q 99 with an exegesis of Romans 8:29 and 9:15 and 18 on predestination; 

Q 100 with an exegesis of Matthew 5:17 as not permitting polygamy, cf. Pseu- 
do-Anastasian Q 139, which is not in the collection of 88 Pseudo-Anastasian QQ; !” 

Q 20 on the abode of dead souls, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian Q 19; 

Q 23 on whether paradise is corporeal or incorporeal, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian 
Q 23 and Athanasian Q 48; 

Q 59 on reconciliation with a friend who has insulted you, cf. Pseudo-Anastasian 
Q 109, which is also not in the collection of 88 Pseudo-Anastasian QQ;!7> 

Q 101 on whether the evils visited on Christians by Arabs are God’s will, cf. 
Pseudo-Anastasian Q 17. 


In view of the great popularity of Epm@tanoKpiostc and the similarity of 
their contents in the various collections it was inevitable that such mixed 


173 Where the number of the Q in the unpublished Greek collection of 88 Pseudo-Anasta- 
sian QQ varies from that in the collection of 154 QQ in PG 89, the number of the latter is 
given between brackets. 

174 Ed. PG 89, col. 792. 

1715 Ed. PG 89, col. 761. 
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collections of genuine Anastasian and Athanasian questions should appear 
and in some cases they are very small, e.g. codex Vindobonensis slavicus 
36, a fifteenth-century Serbian manuscript clearly copied from a Bulgarian 
exemplar, on ff. 118r-124r has a collection of 5 QQ ascribed to Anastasius 
which in fact begins with Athanasian Q 15 and ends with Anastasian Q 
app. 22.176 

Classical Greek erotapocritic works must be seen in the context of 
schools of philosophy with a tradition of debate and disputation, a tradition 
which survived to some extent in Byzantium but which was totally lacking 
among the Slavs. Indeed, until the seventeenth century classical Greek phi- 
losophy was taboo as it was pagan and no philosophical works were trans- 
lated.!”” The Orthodox Slavs thus had no knowledge of the use of the genre 
by philosophers such as Aristotle, Plutarch or Porphyry or even of erotapo- 
critic works by more serious Byzantine scholars, e.g. Photius’ Amphilochia. 
This negative attitude towards ‘pagan’ philosophy only began to change 
towards the end of the seventeenth century when, for instance, a work con- 
taining some material from the pseudo-Aristotelian erotapocritic Prob- 
lemata was translated in 1677.178 For scholars interested in the influence of 
the erotapocritic works of classical Greek literature — as opposed to those of 
Christian literature — early Slavonic literature is thus clearly of minor 
importance since any classical influence was purely fortuitous via the inter- 
mediary of Byzantine erotapocritic literature.!” 

The erotapocritic works translated for the Slavs had a purely didactic pur- 
pose: to propagate knowledge about every aspect of the faith and to supply 
answers to questions which might occur to the faithful. This brief survey 
should suffice to show that a broad range of Byzantine erotapocritic works 
was indeed available in Slavonic translation, not all popular unsystematic 


176 See KyvEB, Hean [see note 21], p. 296; for Q app. 22 see RICHARD - MUNITIZ, 
Anastasii [see note 68], pp. 212-213. 

177 On the distorted East Slav perception of classical Antiquity until the seventeenth cen- 
tury see F. THOMSON, The Distorted Mediaeval Russian Perception of Classical Antiquity: 
the Causes and the Consequences, in A. WELKENHUYSEN - H. BRAET - W. VERBEKE (ed.), 
Mediaeval Antiquity (Mediaevalia Lovaniensia, series 1, Studia, 24), Leuven, 1995, pp. 303- 
364. 

178 The title reads in translation: “Problems, that is, Various Questions from the Writings 
of the Great Philosopher Aristotle and Other Wise Men (...)”. It is a translation of a work by 
Andrzej Glaber, published in Polish at Cracow in 1535 and again in 1610, which contains 
matter taken not only from Aristotle’s Problemata but also from works by or ascribed to 
Albertus Magnus, Avicenna, Galen and others. Glaber’s book was not all his own work as it 
is based on the second edition (Ulm, 1500) of a German version first published at Augsburg 
in 1492; for more details see THOMSON, Perception [see note 177], p. 317. 

179 However, aS pointed out above with reference to Pseudo-Caesarius’ Quaestiones, 
some early Slavonic translations were clearly made from much earlier Greek codices and can 
provide valuable evidence when weighting Greek variants. 
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collections but also systematic ones devoted to particular subjects such as 
Biblical exegesis, theology, spirituality, monasticism and canon law, not to 
mention anti-Latin and anti-Jewish polemics. The importance of the role 
played by this translated erotapocritic literature in the Slav reception of 
Christianity and Byzantine culture should not be underestimated since not 
only did early Slav literature contain many translations of erotapocritic 
works but their influence also permeated it at every level. The translated 
collections in turn not only served as the basis for the compilation by Slavs 
of new collections made up of combinations of €p@tanoKxpiosetc taken from 
various sources but also inspired the compilation of original Slav erotapo- 
critic works, some of them serious, for instance, the letters of Patriarch 
Euthymius of Bulgaria (c.1375-after 1393) to Abbot Nicodemus of St 
Anthony’s monastery at Tismana in Wallachia (c.1385-1406/7),'®° but many 
of them insignificant, not to say trivial, which by the fourteenth century had 
come to occupy a prominent place in popular culture, a fascinating subject 
which, however, exceeds the scope of this survey.!8! 


Francis J. THOMSON 
francis.thomson@uantwerpen.be 


180 Ed. E. KALUZNIACKI, Werke des Patriarchen von Bulgarien Euthymius (1375-1393) 
nach den besten Handschriften, Vienna, 1901, pp. 205-224. Much remains to be done in 
the field of Slavonic translations of Greek erotapocritic works, to give but two examples: 
the fourteenth-century Bulgarian nomocanon which contains the fourth translation of Tim- 
othy of Alexandria’s Responsa canonica, see above note 48, also contains an acephalous 
collection of 85 EpwmtanoKxpicsic, some long, others short. It begins with the question: 
“Why do we Christians bow to the east but the Jews to the south?” It includes some 
Pseudo-Anastasian QQ but its other sources have not been established, see the facsimile 
edition of the manuscript by KPBCTEB, Homoxanon [see note 48], ff. 1r-29r. Another 
collection of 77 QQ falsely ascribed to Gregory the Divine, viz. of Nazianzus, has been 
edited on the basis of fifteenth-century codex 122 in the collection of the Trinity Laura of 
St Sergius, ff. 155r-195r, by H. HAKOJIBCKUK, O aumepamypnolx mpydax Mumponosuma 
Kaumexnma Cmoaamuua, nucameaa XII e., Canxt-Iletep6ypr, 1892, pp. 161-199. It is a 
Slav compilation whose sources include Pseudo-Anastasius Sinaita, John Chrysostom, John 
Damascene, Nicon of the Black Mount and Theodoret of Cyrrhus but as yet not all of its 
sources have been established. 

181 MMJITEHOBA, Erotapokriseis [see note 162], passim, is an excellent study of such 
Slavonic erotapocritic collections, six of which are edited in appendices, see pp. 354-516. 
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SUMMARY 


The significant role which erotapocritic literature played in the reception of Byz- 
antine culture by the Slavs is shown by a survey of the Slavonic translations in the 
fields of theology, both doctrinal and polemic, exegesis, monasticism, spirituality, 
morality, hagiography. Because of their importance special attention is paid to the 
translations of collections of both Anastasius Sinaita’s Interrogationes and respon- 
siones and pseudo-Anastasian collections with their accompanying prefaces and 
appendices, which were eminently suitable for the instruction of the new converts. 
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